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Abstract

Global competencies, with differences in terminology by various
researchers, had been frequently investigated, primarily from an Americanbiased perspective. Little or no defining research existed that identified requisite,
universally agreed upon global competencies, or identified what affective
components were perceived to be important cross culturally.
This research study answered the following questions:
1.

What affective components are perceived to be important from a crosscultural perspective?

2.

Are there differences in these perceptions of affective components from a
cross-cultural perspective?
The purpose of the study was to explore the extent to which individuals in

different GeoCultural regions view and identify affective components perceived to
be important in today’s global society. Affective components relate to emotions,
values, and beliefs.
The research entailed the development of two instruments for placing
individuals within a primary region (the background information form) and for
identifying and rating affective components perceived to be important in today’s
global society from a cross-cultural perspective (the affective component
questionnaire).

vii

The study used four expert panels to perform content validation. Both
instruments were developed by global experts from eight GeoCultural regions.
As a result of the panel process, nine affective components were identified.
Two instruments were administered, through intermediaries, to individuals
in all the GeoCultural regions and subcategories. Of the responses, 423 were
usable.
Affective competence appears to be a complex construct that involves
more than one component. Based on this study, there are at least nine different
affective components perceived to be important in order to be a culturally
competent individual in today’s global society. All of the nine affective
components were perceived to be important in all GeoCultural regions and
subcategories.
Repeated measures ANOVA and Dunn’s pairwise comparisons tests were
used to assess differences between the affective components and the
GeoCultural regions/subcategories. There were differences found in three of the
affective components indicating that there may be some differences between
GeoCultural regions and subcategories. The Caribbean respondents did not
value three affective components as highly as some of the other GeoCultural
regions.
Repeated measures ANOVAs were also used to determine if there were
any significant differences between the subcategories of Asia and the
subcategories of Oceania. Since no significant differences existed in either

viii

GeoCultural region, it lends support to the notion that the subcategories are not
needed for research dealing with affective components.

ix

Chapter 1
Introduction

American-owned businesses can be found in most major cities in the
world, dominating the market in their respective categories. American-made
movies, television shows, and music videos are shown on a far higher
percentage of screens around the world than local film productions (Hunter,
2004). American colleges and universities are still seeing a surge in applications
of international students from countries such as China (Steinburg, 2011).
According to Lewis (1999), America’s attitude on solving military conflicts in the
world has been noticed by non-US individuals. The need for cultural competency
of its citizens has developed as the United States has moved away from its
isolationism tendencies over the past 100 years and engaged in the affairs of
other countries around the world (Lewis, 1999).
According to Carano (2010), there are new requirements for workers in a
global economy and the need for global competencies for the global citizen is a
current reality. It is important to have the components necessary to live and
thrive in an increasingly interconnected world system (Carano, 2010).
The world is becoming smaller because of technological advances and
ease of travel, as well as the impact of an internationally interdependent
economy, unprecedented levels of migration, a continuous stream of information
between individuals of other cultures circulating the planet (Friedman, 2005).
1

Additional research and understanding of the stages, growth, and coping
mechanisms related to international experiences, nurturing of global skills,
understanding of global issues, and caring for people in all cultures need to be
studied in order to build a well-functioning global society.
Cultural and technological forces are reshaping our world specially
[sic] the forces of globalization and informatization. These forces have
influenced politics, culture, business conditions, and even human
lives. Economic integration and advances in telecommunication and
transportation have broken down geographical isolation. (Ibad, 2010,
Part II, para. 2)
Research on the concept of global competence from a theoretical
perspective shows little or no consensus and various arguments support a
diversity of opinion (Hunter, 2004). Despite this, most of the researchers and
theorists agree with the concept that culture is a component of global
competence.
The range within the literature of intercultural competence extends from a
narrow perspective on citizenship to a more encompassing view of intercultural
competence. Focusing on this latter point, as Snyder, James, and Fredriksson
(2008) have mentioned, the skill sets needed by a global citizen have changed,
“because of our interconnectedness we, as citizens, have the opportunity, power,
and responsibility to use our connections in ways that bring about positive
change and development globally, not just locally” (p.1).
Carano (2010) argues that little research has been conducted from a
perspective that does not primarily draw its conclusions from an Americanized
one. West (1996) posits that the problem with the concept of a shared global
view is that people too often accept that it means that all people share the same
2

world and view it differently. In fact, people learn that there may be
fundamentally different worlds to view.
To be effective in another culture, people must be interested in
other cultures, be sensitive enough to notice cultural
differences, and then also be willing to modify their behavior as
an indication of respect for the people of other cultures.
(Bhawuk & Brislin, 1992, p. 416)
Being open to the way in which someone with a worldview different from
one’s own can be rewarding (Merriam & Associates, 2007). Cahill and Collard
(2003) recount how they came to realize that Aboriginal people of Western
Australia learned by watching and listening rather than asking questions. They
are suggesting that by not understanding another perspective can lead to
marginalization and oppressing others. Another example of how some
familiarities with other worldviews can impact today’s life as a global citizen is
understanding how differently many Asians view aspects of learning. Their
reticence to question or speak out in class is due to years of training that
speaking out might cause someone to lose face. The accepted strategy is then
to approach the teacher outside class. Confucius (551-479 BCE) wrote: “He who
knows, does not speak; he who speaks, does not know” (Nisbett, 2003, p. 211).
In Asia, silence is used as an indication of strength (Liu, 2001). Sharing
something personal is seen as a sign of weakness. In contrast, the Western
perspective is characterized more towards hierarchy, independence, and
separation (Wang, 2006).
During the past two decades, the term global competence has been
discussed by numerous international educators (American Council on
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International Intercultural Education (ACIIE) and the Stanley Foundation, 1997;
Bennett, 1993; Carano, 2010; Chen & Starosta, 2000; Deardorff, 2004; Hett,
1993; Hunter, 2004; Mansilla & Jackson, 2011; Merriam & Associates, 2007;
Olson & Kroeger, 2001; Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD), 2003; Reimers, 2008; United Nations Educational,
Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO), 1998; Winn, 2003). However, a
variety of definitions have been used and proposed for the concept. When
comparing the definitions proposed by each author, presently there is little or no
commonality and, in almost all cases, all are American derived. Several authors
(Friedman, 2005; Hunter, 2004) suggest that the term globalization tends to be
synonymous with Americanization and that America leads the globalization effort
through American businesses known throughout the world such as Apple,
McDonald’s, Kentucky Fried Chicken, GAP, Starbucks, or the American music
and movie industries. Many industries have researched the questions
surrounding the development of intercultural competence, including those in
higher education (Bennett, 1993; Carano, 2010; Chen & Starosta, 2000;
Deardorff, 2004; Hett, 1993; Hunter, 2004; Merriam & Associates, 2007; Olson &
Kroeger, 2001; Mansilla & Jackson, 2011; Reimers, 2008; Winn, 2003), business
(Black, Mendenhall, & Oddou, 1991; Peng, 2006; Shaffer, Harrison, & Gilley,
1999), and language education and communication (Arevalo-Guerrero, 2009;
Greenholtz, 2005) among others.
Although there is a lack of consensus regarding defining global
competence in the literature, most of the researchers and theorists believe that
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culture is a component of global competence. Considering the views expressed
by Bennett (1993), researchers like Purdy (2003) and Winn (2003) believe it
would be better to establish a worldview from as many cultural perspectives as
possible. Bhawuk and Brislin (1992) argued that, in order to be effective in
another culture, people must be interested in other cultures, be sensitive enough
to notice cultural differences, and be willing to modify their behavior as an
indication of respect for the people of other cultures. Being open to the ways in
which someone with a worldview is different from one’s own learnings and
viewpoints can be rewarding (Merriam & Associates, 2007).
The set of affective skills and characteristics mentioned by Bennet (1993)
includes the areas of competencies as “a set of cognitive, affective, and
behavioral skills and characteristics that supports effective and appropriate
interaction in a variety of cultural contexts” (p. 4). Affective components are
those components related to emotions, values, and beliefs, according to Bennett
and many other researchers.
As expressed by Gardner (1983), Goleman, Boyatzis, and McKee (2002),
Mayer and Salovey (1997), OECD (2003), Pink (2006), and others, social
intelligence is a primary affective component needed to live effectively in today’s
global society. According to Gardner (1983), the capacity to know oneself and to
know others is an inalienable part of the human condition and deserves to be
investigated no less than other forms of intelligences and competencies. As
previously noted, various researchers are in agreement as globalization
continues to confront the world with new challenges, that each citizen will need a
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wide range of competencies to adapt flexibly to a rapidly changing and highly
interconnected world.
Statement of the Problem
Global competencies, with differences in terminology by various
researchers, have been frequently investigated, primarily from an Americanbiased perspective (ACIIE, 1997; Bennett, 1993; Carano, 2010; Chen & Starosta,
2000; Deardorff, 2004; Hett, 1993; Hunter, 2004; Mansilla & Jackson, 2011;
Merriam & Associates, 2007; OECD, 2003; Olson & Kroeger, 2001; Reimers,
2008; UNESCO, 1998; Winn, 2003). Little or no defining research existed that
identified requisite, universally accepted global competencies, or illustrated the
role that affective components play in determining which components are
perceived to be needed from a cross-cultural perspective.
For at least the past decade, the literature is replete with references to the
concept of affective component. The conclusions that can be drawn from the
existing literature are inconsistent among the researchers (Bennett, 1993;
Carano, 2010; Chen & Starosta, 2000; Deardorff, 2004; Hett, 1993; Hunter,
2004; Mansilla & Jackson, 2011; Merriam & Associates, 2007; Olson & Kroeger,
2001; Reimers, 2008; UNESCO, 1998; Winn, 2003).
Consequently, lacking any universal perspective about what constitutes
those competencies, which transcend cultural biases, the questions are what
factors determine the status of an individual living in a cross-cultural society.
Hunter (2004) and others assert that contributing to the uncertainty of what
defines the global citizen is the fact that most investigations into this question
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have been studied primarily from an American perspective. They note that
because America currently leads the globalization effort through Americanowned enterprises and their uniquely developed ethnocentric biases, distortion
results in any current attempt to define what those non-ethnocentric global
competencies are.
Gao and Newman (2005) similarly assert that although growing numbers
of people are being exposed to a second culture, the process by which they
absorb a cultural identity and the role played by a second-culture exposure in
shaping socio-cognitive skills have received very little theoretical attention. As a
result, very limited findings exist about whether or not there are any cross-cultural
or universal requirements needed for individuals in a global setting, or even if
such a need for global competencies is more an assertion than a reality.
Similarly, a review of the literature also revealed that minimal research has
been conducted to identify the universally accepted characteristics of a global
citizen from a global perspective. That is to say, the current body of research
literature tends to focus on the elements of globalization from an American
perspective, versus one developed on perspectives identified by individuals from
different cultures. There has been no research comparing perceptions of
important affective components by GeoCultural regions.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to explore the extent to which individuals in
different GeoCultural regions view and identify affective components perceived to
be important in today’s global society. This study focused on the extent to which
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cross-cultural affective components exist, and the extent to which they are
perceived to be important by individuals around the world. The study focused on
identifying how individuals from a cross-cultural perspective connect on an
affective level rather than through a purely cognitive process, and how these
affective components influence the development of a globally competent
individual.
Research Questions
The research process for this study was two-fold. The first step included
the development and administration of a questionnaire to elicit responses to
identified affective components from a cross-cultural perspective. In the second
step, cross-cultural perspectives for purposes of this research were identified
using 8 GeoCultural regions with 2 of the regions having subcategories for a total
of 12 regions/subcategories. Part of the intent of this study was to test the
feasibility of using the GeoCultural regions with subcategories as a whole or to
separate them in to 12 regions.
The research study answered the following questions:
1.

What affective components are perceived to be important from a crosscultural perspective?

2.

Are there differences in these perceptions of affective components from a
cross-cultural perspective?

Significance of the Study
Numerous international educators have discussed the term global
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competence, to include what knowledge, skills, attitudes, behaviors, and
experience are necessary to become globally competent. When comparing the
definitions and descriptions proposed, there has been little commonality among
terms and, in most cases, the assumptions and results have been American
based. As a result, much of the research may have been confounded by
ethnocentric influences. From a cross-cultural perspective there have been few,
if any, major studies, which have explicitly sought to identify the affective
components needed in a global society as viewed across multiple cultural
regions.
It is possible that the research and its developed instrument may be used
to better understand what cross-cultural affective components are perceived to
be needed. New programs from an affective level may be one possible outcome,
and how these affective components can help educational policymakers and
practitioners to create developmentally appropriate learning objectives,
curriculum, and assessments. Identifying the components and the importance of
them by individuals from a cross-cultural perspective might help with an
understanding of a shared dimension. Ultimately, the exploration of affective
components from a cross-cultural perspective raises the question of how they
can be part of making global competence a policy priority for mass education
systems.
Merriam and Associates (2007) suggest that there are a number of
reasons why citizens in today’s global society should pay attention to systems of
learning and knowing other than the Western perspective (in particular the

9

Americanized system), and how knowledge of those systems might broaden
one’s understanding of important global components from a cross-cultural
perspective. Huntington (1993) predicts “Unless schools effectively develop
tolerance, cosmopolitanism, deep knowledge of global affairs, and a commitment
to peace, the likelihood of the civilisational clashes will increase” (p. 28).
Limitations of the Study
This study had a number of limitations. It was based upon self-report
and self-identification rather than observation of actual facts. Collecting data
through self-report “yield numerical scores from which inferences can be made
about how individuals differ on various aspects of self, such as personality traits,
self-concept, learning styles, attitudes, values, and interest” (Gall, Gall, & Borg,
2007, p.193).
A limitation of the data from the sample was that the population was drawn
from individuals from all parts of the world with required proficiency in English
and educational level to understand and reply to the survey. Therefore, many
non-English speakers’ perspectives may have been excluded from this study.
Time, cost, and technological limitations simply did not allow for this survey to be
translated into multiple languages.
Theoretical Framework
This study was grounded in the work of Bennett (1993) and his
Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity and Bonnemaison’s (2005)
cultural view that
there is spatial speciation; i.e., gradual spatial differentiation,
culture cannot live outside its space. Without it, culture loses
10

most of its value . . . culture is not a relic frozen in a referential
space-time . . . it includes heritage and innovation . . . culture
entails communication between those who share that culture.
Hence, a geocultural area is primarily a communication area . .
. . A culture lives according to the ways it is reproduced and
transferred, just as it is modified by the operational aspects of
the transmission itself . . . . Culture is at once inherited and
reinvented. (Bonnemaison, 2005, pp. 68-69)
Bennett (2004) notes that one aspect of global education is having an
understanding of the perspectives that have previously been unfamiliar or are not
currently held by that person or culture. He asserts that growing up in a culture,
individuals are conditioned to certain biases that allow them to share cultural
harmony with their countrymen, but which simultaneously may be disharmonious
with other cultures. It is those cultural sensitivities that are likely to have an effect
on how individuals develop their sense of global competence.
Bennett’s model provides a broad outline of elements geared to helping
individuals increase their sensitivity to cultural differences. The competencies
Bennett focused on include denial of differences, coping with defenses against
those differences, emphasizing a sense of common humanity, developing
cultural self-awareness, fostering the ability to interpret phenomena within
context, refining of one’s analysis of cultural contrasts, the development of
communication skills that enable intercultural communication, empathy and
frame of reference, and finally, resolving multicultural identity issues.
Also grounding the theoretical framework of this study was the observation
by Bonnemaison (2005) that what actually constitutes culture diverges widely
among the experts. Specifically, he points out that there are still many who
would argue
11

Culture is what remains when everything else has been
explained. In other words, culture is a residual factor—what
remains once other analytical tools have been used, once
economic and social geography specialists have looked at a
topic, once the “heavy artillery” of models, concepts, and
analyses have played their part. This mysterious remnant is
what motivates people, what makes them run, yet it cannot be
measured. (p. 54)
In Bonnemaison’s view,
Culture is an intangible factor related to human freedom and
creativity. Although culture cannot be reduced entirely to
rational analysis, this does not mean that one should disregard
intelligent thinking in order to understand cultural phenomena.
(p. 54)
Finally, this study is sensitive to the views expressed by Gardner (1983),
Goleman et al. (2002), Mayer and Salovey (1997), Pink (2006), and others who
espouse that social intelligence is a primary affective component needed from a
cross-cultural perspective.
Definitions of Terms
The following terms are the operational definitions for this study.
Affective Components--characteristics of individuals related to the
emotional or affective area rather than specific skill, behavior, or knowledge
areas.
Culture--a particular set of socially learned skills, ways of understanding,
and modes of feeling, shared by relatively large numbers of individuals who
share commonalities related to ethnicities, skills, attitudes, knowledge, heritage,
language, and religion.
GeoCultural region--eight cultural areas of the world defined by
geographical area with similar cultural attributes, which may include religion,
12

language, cultural outlook, and other attributes. For this research, the eight
GeoCultural regions are: Asia, Caribbean, Europe, Middle East, North America,
South/Latin America, Oceania, and Sub-Saharan Africa. Appendix A provides a
visual representation of the GeoCultural region map.
Subcategories--subcultures of two of the GeoCultural regions (Asia and
Oceania), which, based on history, culture, and geography may or may not be
similar to each other (a) Asia: Indic, including the countries of India, Pakistan,
and Nepal; Sino-Japanese, including China, Japan, and Korea; Slavic, including
Russia and many of the countries previously under the influence of the USSR;
and Southeast Asia, including Thailand, Cambodia, Laos, and Vietnam; and (b)
Oceania: Austral European (Australia, New Zealand), and Insular Oceanic (all of
the islands formally located in the areas of Polynesia, Micronesia, and
Melanesia).
Organization of the Study
This study was organized into five chapters. Chapter 1 introduced the
study by presenting the problem to be researched. Included in this chapter are
the purpose of the study, research questions, significance of the study,
theoretical framework, definitions of terms, limitations of the study, and
organization of the study. Chapter 2 contains the review of related literature for
this research project. The literature reviewed for this study is presented in the
following sections: (a) global interconnectedness and globalization, (b) global
competence, (c) affective components, (d) culture and its variants, (e)
GeoCultural regions, and (f) summary. Chapter 3 details the procedures utilized
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in this study. This includes the research design, research questions, population
and sampling, instrumentation, data collection, and data analysis. Chapter 4
describes the results of the study. The demographic characteristics of the
subjects are described and findings of the data analysis are presented. Chapter
5 includes a summary of the findings and presents the conclusions and
implications of the study. Recommendations for further research are also
proposed.
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Chapter 2
Literature Review

The purpose of this study was to explore the extent to which individuals in
different GeoCultural regions view and identify affective components perceived to
be important in today’s global society. The parts of this chapter include global
interconnectedness and globalization, global competence, affective components,
culture and its variants, cultural regions, GeoCultural regions, and summary.
Global Interconnectedness and Globalization
The starting point for this study was to examine the term “globalization”.
Today, this term is used frequently and in so many different ways that it is often
difficult to determine if any single meaning exists for all those using it.
Globalization presents a new, different, and important context for many people.
Oxfam (2008) asserts “this is of course a process, a space of possibility, rather
than a destination” (p.4).
Hunter (2004) observes that for many authors, the term globalization is
synonymous with Americanization and that America currently leads the
globalization effort. Wright (2009), on the other hand, notes that the concept of
globalization is an economic construct that has an extended history dating back
to ancient socio-political societies that functioned very similarly to how
globalization functions today. He observes:

15

In ancient times, the closest thing to globalization was the
formation of multinational empires. People of different
ethnicities and religions were pulled together under one roof,
onto a single platform of economic exchange. Life among
these people was, like life among diverse people in a
globalized world, non-zero-sum. There was mutual gain if they
got along and collaborated and mutual loss if they didn’t. (p.
205)
Hinton (2012) examines the word “cosmopolitan” and notes that it is
derived from the Greek words for “citizen” and “cosmos”, and reflects a long
philosophical tradition that all humans are bound together in a shared society.
She posits that interconnectedness on a global level is more tangible today than
at any other point in history:
Countries are increasingly merging economies, intermeshing
politics, and blending cultures, leading to an unprecedented global
interdependence. Students are growing up in a world where a
product as banal as a cup of coffee commonly connects economies
in countries across the world, with coffee beans grown and plucked
in Kenya, transported with a German airplane, and sold in Japan
with a marketing strategy developed in the United Kingdom. (p. 1)
According to C. Nuid, a Buddhist practitioner from Thailand (personal
communication, January 10, 2013),
The world of globalization looks very different for me living in
the US compared to my rice farming family in Thailand. The
rice connects economies around the world and people are
enjoying it for dinner everywhere in Tampa, Sidney, as well as
Tokyo and Rio. Still, the concept of a global view is difficult to
understand for someone that is struggling to make ends meet,
fighting for food, shelter, and education.
Linklater (2007) speaks of the process of globalization as a political
construct with a focus on international relations. He notes that the concept is
present in writings dating back to World War I. “More than 40 years ago, Stanley
Hoffman maintained that the architectonic role that Aristotle ascribed to the study
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of politics should be assigned to international relations” (Linklater, 2007, p. 355).
Carano (2010) focuses on the social/political aspects of globalization and
views globalization as a means for creating “global citizens” who perceive
themselves as “being interconnected with the world community and feeling a
sense of responsibility for members of that community. The commitment is
reflected in the individual’s attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors” (Carano, 2010, p.
10).
Giddens (1990) suggested that globalization can be viewed as the
intensification of worldwide social relations that link distant localities in such a
way that events occuring on one side of the globe can have significant impact on
those localities existing on the other side. Similarly, Scholte (2002) views
globalization as a perceptual construct that includes five overlapping elements
that foster a sense of global interconnectedness. Scholte has identified those
elements as the ability for individuals to (a) conduct cross-border information
exchange activities; (b) conduct an open, borderless world economy, free of local
government-imposed restrictions; (c) reach others in all corners of the world; (d)
spread modernization, especially in an Americanized form; and, (e) generate a
sense of super territoriality to the extent that social space is no longer mapped in
terms of territorial places, distances, or borders.
Aston (2002) posits that irrespective of how one uses the term,
globalization today has evolved to a point where the meaning of this term has
moved beyond the bounds of economics and, as a synonym for international
relations, now encompasses technology, politics, media, the environment, and
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the increasing interconnectivity of people around the world.
In his book, The World is Flat, Friedman (2005) echoes this view by noting
that globalization, at its core, refers to one single premise which holds that the
world today is a much flatter planet with respect to how people of the world are
interconnected. In his opinion, globalization is a leveling, or flattening,
phenomenon that resulted from a convergence of the personal computer with
fiber-optic micro cable and the rise of workflow software.
Starting with the collapse of the Berlin Wall, Friedman (2005) identifies a
number of flatteners that he views as leveling the global playing field: (a) the
collapse of the Berlin Wall in 1989; (b) the development of Netscape in 1995; (c)
workflow software—Friedman's catch-all term for the standards and technologies
that allowed work to flow (i.e., the ability of machines to talk to other machines
with no humans involved); (d) uploading—a mechanism that allowed disparate
communities to collaborate on online projects; (e) outsourcing—Friedman argues
that outsourcing has allowed companies to split service and manufacturing
activities into components which can be subcontracted and performed in the
most efficient, cost-effective way; (f) offshoring—the ability for companies to
relocate their manufacturing or other processes to a foreign land in order to take
advantage of less costly operations available there; (g) supply-chaining—the
ability of modern retail business to use technology to streamline item sales,
distribution, and shipping, (h) insourcing—the practice whereby a company's
employees perform services beyond simply shipping for another company, but
also provide related services on behalf of their customer; and (i) informing—
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according to Friedman (2005), "Never before in the history of the planet have so
many people, on their own, had the ability to find so much information about so
many things and about so many other people" (p. 152). Friedman continues,
“Globalization is the linkage system of power, culture, national security, balance
of power, financial markets, technology, and environmental perspective”
(Friedman, 2005, p. 22). Evidence of the validity of Friedman’s views can be
seen in the recent technology-driven social/political/ economic events that
resulted from the presence of globalization (e.g., the events being referred to as
the Arab Spring).
The Middle East is a recent example where social media played a major
role in initiating simultaneous revolutions. Because of the technological aspects
of globalization, a worldwide interconnectedness evolved to an extent that had
never existed before. This gave simultaneous encouragement to thousands of
unconnected people who otherwise would likely never have met or jointly
planned anything as major as a national revolution (“A nation-by-nation look,”
2012).
In a postmortem analysis of these events, one fact seems to be true.
According to Stack and Ou (2011), who asserted that the primary reason that
word spread so quickly was seemingly all made possible by a single Facebook
account belonging to one single individual, Google executive, Ghonim.
Irrespective of how limiting one wishes to view globalization, “globalization
today is more intense, more profound, faster moving, and more dynamic than
anything that has happened previously in history” (Aston, 2002, p. 4). Given this
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perspective, a basic question related to education remains: Are today’s
educators appropriately preparing tomorrow’s citizens for success in an evolving
global society? That is to say, are today’s curricula fulfilling the primary
requisites of a world-class education suitable for meeting the demanding
challenges of globalization? Olson and Kroeger (2001) have observed:
We are not necessarily educated to perceive global
connectedness, nor have we been educated to make life
choices with full awareness of the global implications of our
choices. We are no longer insulated from cultural differences
as we have been in the past. Today, we discover differences
in perspective, behaviors, and communication styles. As we
interact, we are engaged in an intercultural communication.
Yet, intercultural sensitivity does not come naturally. (p. 116)
The European Parliament in 2006 recognized that education was the
keystone in the globalization process. They stated:
As globalization continues to confront the European Union with
new challenges, each citizen will need a wide range of key
competencies to adapt flexibly to a rapidly changing and highly
interconnected world. Education in its dual role, both social
and economic, has a key role to play in ensuring that Europe’s
citizens acquire the key competencies needed to enable them
to adapt flexibly to such changes. (European Parliament,
2006, p. 1)
American education, particularly non-higher education, also faces the
same challenges. According to Gardner (1983), a major impediment for
American students seeking a place at the table of successful global citizenship is
the fact that they are still being taught from a too narrow perspective. He asserts
that in order to equip a sufficiently prepared workforce for tomorrow’s economy, it
requires a total societal commitment to the creation of an educated workforce
that is intimately connected to economic prosperity in a globalized society. For
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such a workforce to evolve, it will require that all future workforces be fully
provided with broad attitudes, skills, knowledge, behaviors, flexibility, and cross
training.
For Gardner, tomorrow’s citizens need to be able to think critically,
communicate effectively, and collaborate on a larger scale than in the past.
Except for some local educational initiatives in American higher education,
Gardner (2006) argues that American education is mired in teaching approaches
and educational goals better suited for the Industrial Age.
With respect to American education and its preparation of students for a
globalized workforce, it is interesting to note that advances made in educational
environments have not gone unnoticed globally. Specifically, in 2007, the
Chinese government declared education a national "strategic priority” (Steinburg,
2011). As a result, two years later, Chinese students from Shanghai achieved
the world's best results in mathematics, science, and literacy, as tested by the
Program for International Student Assessment (PISA), a worldwide evaluation of
15-year-old school pupils' scholastic performance. In spite of that political
mandate, the Chinese university and colleges system has not met the challenges
embodied in their strategic priorities, and the quality of China’s higher education
continues to vary considerably across the country. To reslove that conundrum,
many Chinese students study abroad with support from the Chinese government.
Dozens of colleges and universities in the U.S have seen a large increase of
applicants from China (Steinburg, 2011).
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Winn (2003), however, cautions against efforts such as the Chinese
approach. He argues that one’s cultural perspective must also be considered
when developing a sense of global competence and the worldview that
accompanies it. According to Winn, there exists the risk that membership in any
culture results in one having a sense of ethnocentrism that could ultimately
defeat the intended benefits of being truly globally competent. Bennett’s (1993)
earlier research undergirds this view by noting that the concept of ethnocentrism
holds to the premise that the worldview of one’s own culture is central to all
reality and that, ultimately, ethnocentrism will defeat the intended benefits of truly
being globally competent.
Considering the views expressed above, it would be a better choice for
one not to establish a worldview from simply one cultural perspective; rather, one
should try to develop their worldview from as many cultural perspectives as
possible. Purdy (2003) similarly recognized the potential limitations when one
fails to reach beyond one’s culture to prepare for globalization and noted “at the
same time that we disclaim imperial aspirations, we Americans suspect that we
are the world’s universal nation” (Purdy, 2003, p. 43).
Global Competence
A number of researchers have attempted to identify a universal meaning
for the term global competence in order to more clearly focus on those issues
within a global learning environment (ACIIE, 1997; Bennett, 1993; Carano, 2010;
Chen & Starosta, 2000; Deardorff. 2004; Hett, 1993; Hunter, 2004; OECD, 2003;
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Mansilla & Jackson, 2011; Merriam & Associates, 2007; Olson & Kroeger, 2001;
Reimers, 2008; UNESCO, 1998; Winn, 2003).
Scholars have written about most of what is known about learning from
the “Western countries”, identified by Merriam and Associates (2007) as North
America, Western Europe, Australia, and New Zealand. Many researchers
(Bennett, 1993; Carano, 2010; Chen & Starosta, 2000; Deardorff, 2004; Hett,
1993; Hunter, 2004; Olson & Kroeger, 2001; Mansilla & Jackson, 2011; Merriam
& Associates, 2007; Winn, 2003) suggest there are reasons to view geographical
regions from different perspectives. Merriam and Associates (2007) argue that
there are “many indigenous people who live in ‘Western’ countries, such as
Native Americans in North America or the Aboriginals of Australia, who do not
adhere to a Western perspective” (p. 2).
What is presented as Native American, African, African American, or
Western or Eastern values or systems of thought captures some of the
differences that, in turn, affects not only how individuals see the world, but how
learning experiences are interpreted. For example, in a study of the role of
cultural values in shaping older adult learning in Malaysia, participants spoke of
learning as a spiritual or philosophical quest, and as a “responsibility and a
means of giving back to their communities” (Merriam & Muhammad, 2000, p. 60).
Further, as Reagan (2005) notes, the biases inherent in the terms are, in
fact, a significant and telling component of the phenomenon which are of
concerns in studies. Thus, what begins as a full dichotomy can emerge as an
effective way of challenging racist and ethnocentric assumptions and biases.
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Independence, separation, and hierarchies characterize a Western perspective,
a view in direct contrast to most non-Western worldviews. African thought, for
example, views life as a cycle and the world as an interconnected reality. Human
beings, plants, animals, and universe are all interconnected, with survival
depending on how these forces interact with each other.
Global competence was first discussed in the mid-1950s. World War II
marked the first time the American people had been introduced to other cultures
through television. The World-Mindedness Scale (Sampson & Smith, 1957) was
the first instrument created to assess interest in international affairs. While other
instruments existed to determine interest in this area (Lentz, 1950), Sampson
and Smith argued that individuals may be interested in international affairs, but
still not be sensitive to the needs of people in other cultures. “We identify as
highly world-minded the individual who favors a world-view of the problems of
humanity, whose primary reference group is mankind, rather than Americans,
English, Chinese, etc.” (Sampson & Smith, 1957, p. 99).
Bennett (1993) suggests that the key to building intercultural sensitivity
and competence lies in the perception of the individual that emerges from
encounters with diversity. Bennett’s (1993) developmental model of intercultural
sensitivity includes six stages related to subjectivity experiencing differences.
The first three states (denial, defense, and minimization) are categorized
under the term ethnocentric. The remaining stages (acceptance, adaptation and
integration) are categorized under the term ethnorelative and were created by
Bennett as the antithesis of ethnocentrism. In these remaining stages,
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individuals do not see cultural behavior as right or wrong. In order to function in
this phase, one must possess the understanding that many behaviors are
influenced by culture. For Bennett, resistance exists within the ethnocentric
stage, while openness is the dominant feature within the ethnorelative stage.
Bennett’s Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity describes a
series of developmental stages, which individuals move through in order to be
optimally interculturally sensitive. Figure 1 is an illustration of Bennett’s
continuum of intercultural sensitivity from ethnocentrism to ethnorelativism.
Based on Constructivist Theory, Bennett contended, “experience does not occur
simply by being in the vicinity of events when they occur. Rather, experience is a
function of how one construes the events” (Hammer, Bennett, & Wiseman, 2003,
p. 423). While he delineated specific stages, he contended that the development
of intercultural sensitivity is usually unidirectional, but not necessarily linear.
Because it is not linear, individuals may move through one stage without having
experienced another. Life events or inappropriate training methods may also
cause degradation of the stages. In other words, individuals can move through
the stages in sequence, skip stages, and occasionally move “back” through
stages they have already experienced. In Bennett’s (1993) view, the highest
stage of intercultural sensitivity is a person described by Adler (1977) as a
multicultural man, someone whose essential identity is inclusive of life patterns
different from his own. He calls that state integration.
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Figure 1. Bennett’s continuum of intercultural sensitivity from
ethnocentric stages to ethnorelative stages (Bennett, 1993).

Bennett’s model has gained acceptance and has been used in some
studies (Chen & Starosta, 2000; Olson & Kroeger, 2001) related to global
competence. Bennett’s model has also had its critics.
Sparrow (2000) challenges the ultimate goal of Bennett’s model, arguing
against the notion that it is possible to go beyond one’s cultural reality in the way
that Bennett describes. Instead, Sparrow (2000) suggests the idea of using a
meta-awareness of culture as a goal of intercultural education, a “Cartesian
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concept of mind, detached from experience, capable of determining an objective
reality” (p. 177).
In UNESCO’s report, Learning the Treasure Within (1998), global
competency education throughout life is based upon four pillars: learning to
know, learning to do, learning to live together, and learning to be. This means
combining a sufficiently broad general knowledge with the opportunity to work in
depth on a small number of subjects, learning to learn, so as to benefit from the
opportunities education provides throughout life, learning to do in the context of
young peoples’ various social and work experiences which may be informal,
learning to develop an understanding of other people and an appreciation of
interdependence, and learning to manage conflicts – in a spirit of respect for the
values of pluralism, mutual understanding and peace, learning to develop one’s
personality and be able to act with ever greater autonomy, judgment and
personal responsibility.
Chen and Starosta (2000) contributed to the study of intercultural
sensitivity with the creation of the Intercultural Sensitivity Scale (ISS). While
Bennett believed that intercultural sensitivity was a developed skill, Chen and
Starosta surmised that Bennett’s theory combined too many aspects to
adequately measure intercultural sensitivity. Chen and Starosta do not view
acquisition of intercultural sensitivity as a transformational process. Their
instrument, the ISS, was designed only to determine if a person has the skills to
be interculturally sensitive, not how, why, or when they were developed.
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Deardorff (2004) demonstrated in her research that cross-cultural
competence must include the ability to function according to the cultural rules of
more than one cultural system and have the ability to respond in culturally
sensitive and appropriate ways according to the cultural demands of the given
situation. She also noted that intercultural competence includes the ability to
successfully communicate and effectively collaborate with people of other
cultures through a recognition of differences and a mutual respect for one
another’s points of view.
The Global-Mindedness Scale created by Hett (1993) was designed to
measure a worldview in which one sees one’s self as connected to the world
community and feels a sense of responsibility for its members and how much
that is reflected in an individual’s attitudes and actions. Hett died before
completing the studies related to her dissertation, and her dissertation was
awarded posthumously. Numerous researcher have used Hett’s instrument, but
it should be noted that it has not been revised or assessed for validity or reliability
purposes.
Hunter, White, and Godbey (2006) found that a good working definition of
global competence includes “having an open mind while actively seeking to
understand cultural norms and expectations of others, leveraging this gained
knowledge to interact, communicate and work effectively outside of one’s
environment” (p. 270 ). According to Hunter et al. (2006), the definition
demonstrated a link between thought and deed and he suggests that learning
must result in productivity and capability in today’s global society.
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Terminology variations. When reviewing the literature related to
globalization, there appeared to be a number of related terms used when
focusing on the concept of global competencies necessary for effective
globalization. Specifically included in that list of synonymous terms were process
competence, transnational competence, intercultural competencies, and
intercultural sensitivity. Phatak (1992) defined process competence as the ability
to be culturally empathic, adaptable, diplomatic, positive in one’s attitude, and
able to demonstrate emotional stability and maturity. Begley and Boyd’s (1987)
variation on Phatak’s theme suggests that process competence is the ability to
demonstrate open mindedness, respect for others’ beliefs, trust in others,
tolerance of ambiguity, and a sense of internal locus of control, flexibility,
initiative, risk taking, and interpersonal interest.
Black, Gregerson, Mendenhall, and Stroh (1999) defined process
competence as cultural flexibility, a willingness to communicate, the ability to
develop social relationships and demonstrate perceptual abilities, conflict
resolution, and leadership skills. Mansilla and Jackson (2011) define global
competence as, “the capacity and disposition to understand and act on issues of
global significance” (p. 102).
The term global competencies, as well as other terms related to the
concept of global citizenship, are becoming more and more frequently used at
scholarly conferences and in various educational discourses. However, one
rarely hears these terms in the classroom. According to Noddings (2009), these
terms are absent from the classroom because there exists no consensus about
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the meaning of global citizenship and competencies needed. “We cannot use
the familiar definition derived from the definition of citizen, because global
citizenship is not about allegiance to a global government that is nonexistent” (p.
92).
To Noddings, a global citizen is, instead, a person who can live and work
effectively anywhere in the world, supported by a global way of life. A citizen is
generally defined as a person having duties, rights, responsibilities, and
privileges within a political unit that demands loyalty from that person and
extends protection in return. Noddings (2005) observed:
Since we are living on a shrinking planet and are made contiguous
with others by technology, commerce, conflicts, international
networks, and the environment, the question arises of how citizenship
could be redefined if one of its dimensions were felt membership in a
political and social unit that is the whole globe. (p. 22)
Gaudelli and Fernekes (2004) referred to the non-normative stance of
global citizenship and highlighted its complexity, transcendency, and not fully
formed status. The absence of a mutually agreed upon definition of global
citizenship, which spans from a vague sense of belonging to a global community
to more specific ways of individual and collective involvement in global politics
(Heater, 1997; Ibrahim, 2005) has enabled researchers and educators to use this
term and related terms loosely.
Reimers (2008) describes several interdependent dimensions of global
competency. He defines one as the capacity to think critically and creatively
about complex international issues. Reimers (2008) also stresses the
importance of developing a deep knowledge of world history, knowledge of other
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cultures, appreciation of cultural diversity, and a commitment to defending the
human rights of people in all cultures and countries. He also defines one
dimension as the ability to speak multiple languages.
Thus, irrespective of the specific terms used, one consistency seems to be
certain—the competencies necessary for conducting effective globalization and
the ability to use the tools that globalization will require for the development of a
curricula that is less about memorization and more about social/cultural/
interpersonal sensitivity training and how to best present oneself as culturally
open-minded.
Oxfam (2006), an international relief and development organization that
creates lasting solutions to poverty, hunger, and injustice, has produced an
internationally focused curriculum to help develop the global citizen and improve
intercultural sensitivity. Key elements for developing responsible global
citizenship, as presented in that proposal, include three significant competencies:
appropriate knowledge and understandings, essential skills, and a set of values
and attitudes that foster a sense of global-mindedness. Within the element of
knowledge and understandings, the proposed Oxfam curriculum includes a
sense of social justice and equity, an understanding of diversity, sensitivity to the
influence of globalization and interdependence, awareness of sustainable
development, and the role of peace and conflict. With respect to essential skills,
the global citizen needs to have competencies in critical thinking, have the
capacity to argue effectively, possess the ability to challenge injustice and
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inequalities, and embody respect for people and things, cooperation, and conflict
resolution.
Oxfam also notes that the global citizen should have the following values
and attitudes: a sense of identity and self-esteem, empathy, commitment to
social justice and equity, value and respect for diversity, concern for the
environment and commitment to sustainable development, and a belief that
people can make a difference. Hunter (2004) supports the importance of these
competencies in his extensive discussions with intercultural specialists. In those
interviews, conducted with representatives of multinational businesses and
international educators, Hunter (2004) found that, according to this international
panel of experts, a working definition for global competence included an open
mind that attempts to address both the expectations of others and an
understanding of cultural norms and the use of this new knowledge to deal with
others in the world.
The definition and selection of important key competencies by OECD
(Organization for Economic Cooperation & Development) (2003) features terms
such as “social competencies”, “social skills”, “intercultural competencies”, or
“soft skills”. Balancing economic growth with the sustainability of natural
environments, individual prosperity with social cohesion and reducing societal
inequalities. The key to this demand is the development of the knowledge, skills,
and competencies of the population—through education systems and learning
opportunities in the workplace and other venues through the life span.
In a study in 1996 by the American Council on International Intercultural
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Education (ACIIE) and the Stanley Foundation, the researchers sought to define
the term “globally competent learner”. It was determined that
a globally competent learner is one who is “able to understand the
Interconnectedness of peoples and systems, to have a general
knowledge of history and world events, to accept and cope with the
existence of different cultural values and attitudes and, indeed, to
celebrate the richness and benefits of this diversity” (p. 4).

As previously noted by many authors, the world has become flat, and is
going to become flatter. Some would question whether or not it is also going to
become “far more equal, active and energetic” (Zakaria, 2005, p. 92) for all world
citizens. Central to that question is the concern that globalization’s benefits may
only be possible for those who already enjoy access to the tools of globalization.
For these individuals, they wonder what will be the fate of those who do not have
ready accessibility to these tools. They are concerned about people who live in
cultures where those tools are restricted, prohibited, or too expensive for the
common individual. Mansilla and Jackson (2011) assert that living in a flat world
will require that students learn to take action. In their study, they not only
delineate the flaws in today’s educational world, they suggest solutions.
According to European Parliament (2006), competences are defined as a
combination of knowledge, skills and attitudes. Key competences are those
which all individuals need for personal fulfilment and development, active
citizenship, social inclusion and employment.
Research contributors. Numerous researchers (Begley & Boyd, 1987;
Bennett, 1993; Carano, 2010; Chen & Starosta, 2000; Deardorff, 2004; Hett,
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1993; Hunter, 2004; Mansilla & Jackson, 2011; Merriam & Associates, 2007;
Olson & Kroger, 2001; Wilkinson, 2006; Winn, 2003) have conducted studies on
cultural issues and have made major contributions to the literature; their works
serve as a primary guide for the review of literature. All of these researchers
primarily focused on cultural competencies and other attributes of the global
citizen developed primarily from an American perspective. A brief discussion of
each of these researchers’ contributions provides an overview of information
related to this study.
The body of research by Bennett (1993) helped establish the model for
this study. With his Developmental Approach to Training for Intercultural
Sensitivity Model, it becomes clear that the development of intercultural
sensitivity and the subjective experience of the learner are crucial elements in the
development of the global citizen. In his research, Bennett concluded that the
key to the development of sensitivity and the related skills in intercultural
communication is the way in which learners construe cultural differences.
For Bennett, there exists a continuum of stages of personal growth. That
continuum includes movement from ethnocentrism to ethnorelativism. Bennett
notes that in the early stages of the continuum are the parochial denial of
difference, the evaluative defense against difference, and the universalist
position of minimization of difference. In the later stages, Bennett observes the
acceptance of differences, adaptation to those differences, and the integration of
difference into one’s worldview.
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Bennett’s model is based on the notion of how individuals subjectively
experience differences. He organizes these experiences within a developmental
sequence of stages and presents his model as a tool to diagnose the stage of a
given individual or group. With his model, Bennett seeks to empower educators
with this information so they can create curricula that facilitate movement through
these stages of intercultural sensitivity. His objective was to help educators deal
with the “concept of fundamental difference,” which is the “most problematic and
threatening idea that many of us will ever encounter” (Bennett, 1993, p. 22).
Bennett’s model is also based upon the idea that in the case of
intercultural sensitivity, the differences cultures fundamentally employ to create
and maintain their worldviews are primarily related to the level of sensitivity that
they have towards cultural differences. For Bennett, if a student accepts this
principle and interprets events according to it, intercultural sensitivity and general
intercultural communication effectiveness will increase. However, Bennett
cautions that the concept of confronting fundamental cultural differences is the
most problematic and threatening idea that individuals will ever encounter.
Thus, his developmental model should help both to illustrate
“improvement” in one’s ability to comprehend and experience difference and to
identify the strategies that will impede such experience. To accomplish these
purposes, the model is phenomenological in the sense that it describes a
learner’s subjective experience of difference, not just the learner’s objective
behavior. Bennett concludes by noting that his model is not comprehensive, and
that other stages may follow as individuals evolve.
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A second body of research, on which this study was predicated, is the
Deardorff (2004) study, which helps to provide both a definition and insight into
what constitutes the appropriate assessment methods that should be used to
measure intercultural competence. Employing panels of nationally recognized
intercultural experts, Deardorff was able to identify and assess intercultural
competence as a student outcome. The conclusions developed in her study
included the identification of various elements central to the concept of
intercultural competence and to the assessment methods upon which both the
intercultural experts and educational administrators could agree when assessing
degrees of intercultural competence. Her study incorporated both quantitative
and qualitative methods. In addition, Deardorff (2009) argues that intercultural
competence hinges on an awareness of one’s own cultural bias and perspective.
Exploring other cultures is critical for developing these capacities. As della
Chiesa (2010) expresses, “until taken out of it, a fish does not know what water
is” (p.1).
Deardorff’s (2004) study also created a global competence checklist,
which identified the most important items determined by the monitoring panel to
be important for an international assignment. Deardorff was advised by the
committee to include primarily Western perspectives since the target audience
was U.S. higher education administrators.
A third body of research on which this study was predicated is the
research conducted by Hunter (2004), which focused on the definition of global
citizenship and global competency. Hunter developed his working definition by
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assessing individuals’ experience. Today, Hunter’s working definition is used in
research as the foundation for the development of materials to determine the
attitudes, skills, knowledge and experiences necessary to be considered globally
competent.
Hunter’s (2004) research resulted in both a working definition of the term
global competency, as well a proposed curricular plan. The working definition
proposed by Hunter et al. (2006) for the term global competence, which he
frequently mentions in his writings, includes an open mind actively seeking to
understand the culture and expectations of others. The primary limitation in this
study was that only English-speaking individuals were surveyed.
A fourth source of research findings on which this study was predicated is
the research conducted by Olson and Kroeger (2001). Important in their
research is their intention to assist educators in the development of their own
global competencies and intercultural communication skills so they can better
educate students in an increasingly diverse society. Their definition of the term
“global competence” is “a globally competent person who has enough
substantive knowledge, perceptual understanding, and intercultural
communication skills to effectively interact in our globally interdependent world”
(p. 117). In their survey (2001), published in the Journal of Studies in
International Education, 52 New Jersey City University faculty and staff were
assessed with respect to the relationships that existed among their international
experiences, global competencies, and levels of intercultural sensitivity. The
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survey drew on Bennett’s Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity and
definitions of global competency.
In that research, they found that both second-language proficiency and
substantive experience abroad independently increased the likelihood that an
educator would be more advanced on the Bennett Intercultural Sensitivity Scale.
Their survey provides directional information about the relationship between
second-language, experience abroad, and ethnorelativism. Their findings
suggest that faculty and staff need global, intercultural, and professional
development that is ongoing, substantial, and inclusive of work in another
language and culture. They concluded that when cross-cultural contact occurs,
people’s sensitivity to differences in perspectives, behaviors, and communication
styles does not come naturally. Olson and Kroeger’s research shaped the
research questions relative to the issue of sensitivity to cross-cultural differences.
Lastly, the dissertation research conducted by Carano (2010) also served
as a directional guide for this study with respect to the question of what
constitutes a sense of “global-mindedness.” In his study, Carano found that
preservice teacher programs can be better equipped for preparing preservice
teachers by (a) incorporating a global perspective in the classroom, and (b)
addressing certain fundamental factors regarding global-minded attributes.
For example, Carano posited that teacher education programs should
identify the kinds of background experiences they might seek in selecting teacher
candidates. He asserted that by doing so, students will be more likely to develop
the skills necessary to flourish in a world increasingly less defined by nationalistic
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ideals, particularly at a time when the division of international and cultural
borders is becoming less important. Carano also found that the specific means
by which a global educator is prepared today is generally unknown. He observed
that there is a lack of research in global education and that, by and large, an
individual’s personal experiences have a major influence on what a teacher
attributes his or her beliefs and values.
To conduct his research, Carano employed a mixed-methods design that
included a background survey, the Global-Mindedness Survey (Hett, 1993) and
interviews with high school social studies teachers involved with a global
education initiative. He concluded from his research that, at the very least,
preservice teachers believe that their global perspective; (a) may have been
developed prior to having entered a teacher education program, (b) came from
being exposed to people from different races, ethnicities, and cultures which
correlated to global-mindedness and an increased cross-cultural awareness; (c)
teacher education programs should provide experiences that put students in
contact with people from other cultures, ethnicities, and races; (d) curricula
should provide teacher candidates who come from the majority culture with
opportunities to experience life as a minority and the feelings of discrimination or
oppression often experienced by minority groups; (e) programs should also
provide international study abroad opportunities for students; (f) if the goal of
social studies among most educators is to make good citizens and neighbors, it
behooves teacher education programs to produce not only teacher candidates
who can teach the skills and the awareness to thrive in a globalized world, but
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also to recruit the types of teacher candidates who are more likely to come into
the programs with the skill sets that make it easier to be molded into global
educators, and; (g) teacher education programs should provide and develop
mentors for current and future K-12 global educators
A number of limitations appear in this research and can be categorized by
the Hawthorne effect (or the ability to generalize), the small sample size, and
subjectivity. Consideration of these limitations and their confounding effects is
critical for this study.
Affective Components
Affective components relate to emotions, values, and beliefs. According
to Gardner (1983), “the capacity to know oneself and to know others is an
inalienable part of the human condition and is the capacity to know objects or
sounds, and it deserves to be investigated no less than these other ‘less
charged’ forms” (p. 243). Oxfam (2008) argues that,
More advanced are the skills to recognise and negotiate differences
in cross-cultural contexts, the cultural flexibility and adaptability
necessary to develop empathy and trust, and to have effective interpersonal interactions in diverse cultural contexts and a commitment
to extending the Golden Rule to the treatment of ‘others’ from
different civilisational streams or cultural backgrounds. (Oxfam, 2008,
p. 4)
The ACIIE and the Stanley Foundation (1997) report of a conference
about International Intercultural Education identifying skills, knowledge, and
attitudes needed to live in this global community. These attitudes included some
affective components, being studied in this research:
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•

Comfortable with differences.

•

Self-confidence in one’s own ability, identity, skills, and cultural
background.

•

Awareness of diversity, similarities, and interdependencies.

•

Be motivated by love rather than fear.

•

Tolerance for Ambiguity.
A number of researchers (Gardner, 1983, 1999; Goleman 1995, 1998;

Mayer & Salovey, 1997; Pink, 2006) and other authors believe that social
intelligence is an underlying competence needed to live effectively in today’s
global society. As previously noted, various researchers are in agreement that
each citizen will need a wide range of competencies to adapt flexibly to a rapidly
changing and highly interconnected world. According to these researchers,
Cross-cultural Social Intelligence will be an important component of living in a
global society. The idea of social intelligence began with the concept of multiple
intelligences, was tempered by the idea of emotional intelligence, and evolved to
the concept of social intelligence.
Multiple intelligences. The introduction of the multiple intelligences
theory in 1983 by Gardner has become a foundation for understanding individual
differences, and embraced a wide array of human talents that contributed to an
intellectual and cultural life. Gardner (1983, 1999, 2006) introduced the idea of
multiple intelligences that included both interpersonal intelligence and
intrapersonal intelligence,
Interpersonal intelligence builds on a core capacity to notice
distinctions among others, in particular, contrasts in their moods,
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temperaments, motivations, and intentions. In more advanced forms,
this intelligence permits a skilled adult to read the intentions and
desires of others, even when they have been hidden. (Gardner, 2006,
p. 15)
Intrapersonal intelligence illustrates the knowledge of the internal
aspects of a person: access to one’s own feeling life, one’s range of
emotions, the capacity to make discriminations among these emotions
and eventually to label them and to draw on them as a means of
understanding and guiding one’s own behavior. (Gardner, 2006, p.
17)
According to Gardner (2006), both of these intelligences feature problemsolving emotional competencies that have importance for the individual. The
interpersonal intelligence allows one to understand and work with others, while
intrapersonal intelligence allows one to understand and work with oneself.
Emotional intelligence. Goleman is credited with popularizing the idea
of emotional intelligence. His model of emotional intelligence “involves two broad
components; awareness and management of one’s own emotions and
awareness and management of others’ emotions” (Cherniss, Exclein, Goleman,
& Weissberg, 2006, p. 240). Mayer and Salovey (1997), who originated the
concept, define emotional intelligence in a similar way.
Several researchers have considered tolerance of ambiguity as one of the
major traits needed to function in the societal world. In as early as 1948,
Frenkel-Brunswik (1948) investigated the attitudes of her participants and their
tolerance for ambiguity as relevant social orientation. Subsequently, Budner
(1962) studied intolerance for ambiguity as a personal variable, in which he
defined tolerance for ambiguity as “tendency to perceive ambigious situations as
desirable,” (p. 29), whereas intolerance for ambiguity was defined as a threat.
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According to Budner, an ambigious situation is one in which the individual is
provided with information that is too complex, inadequate, or apparently
contradictory. Norton (1975) defined tolerance of ambiguity as, “one in which the
individual is provided with information that is too complex, inadequate, or
apparently contradictory (p. 607).
Wilkinson (2006), a leading proponent of tolearance for ambiguity
research, belives that the way people think and perceive the world changes their
relationship with ambiguity, risk, and uncertainty. To be tolerant of ambiguity is
to embrace complexity, chaos, constant change, fuzzy boundaries, and
risktaking of the emerging world.
Social intelligence. Goleman (2007) compares the basis of emotional
intelligence to social intelligence. Whereas emotional intelligence includes selfawareness and self-regulation, social intelligence emphasizes social awareness
and relationship to others.
Thorndike and Wechsler were two early 20th century psychologists who
were the first advocates for social intelligence. According to Albrecht (2006),
Thorndike described the concept of social intelligence as the ability to act wisely
in dealing with others. Wechsler suggested that affective components of
intelligence might be essential to success in life.
Ascalon, Schleicher, and Born (2006) present Cross-cultural Social
Intelligence (CCSI) as:
an extension of social intelligence, which encompasses the more
narrow concept of emotional intelligence . . . and has been defined as
the ability to understand the feelings, thoughts, and behavior of
persons, including oneself, in interpersonal situations and to act
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appropriately upon that understanding. (p. 5)
Their research is based on the primary belief that social intelligence is a narrower
concept than emotional intelligence with the addition of two underlying concepts.
First, social intelligence is culturally bound and cannot explain crosscultural behaviors. They describe this as the marriage between intelligence and
culture. Second, their ideas are based on the two basic concepts of empathy
and non-ethnocentrism. Empathy has been defined as a key element of social
intelligence, while non-ethnocentrism is defined as the ability to think about and
experience life outside one’s own culture.
As earlier stated, Gardner (1983) argues that the capacity of knowing
oneself and others is equally as important as the more traditional intelligences
and competencies. Gardner argues that teachers and psychologists have looked
at intelligence from a far too narrow perspective, resulting in teaching methods
that have stagnated. He feels that measurement instruments used until now,
such as IQ tests, are flawed and one-sided. In Gardner’s view, since IQ tests
only measure linguistic and mathematical ability, they erroneously lead people to
believe that intelligence is only about language and mathematics. Interpersonal
intelligence builds on that core capacity to notice distinctions among individuals’
moods, temperament, motivation, and intention.
In 1997, the Swedish Foundation Carpe Vitam produced an internationally
focused curriculum, inspired by the concept of Gardner’s Multiple Intelligences
(Wallenberg, 1997). One of the goals was to help develop the global
dimensions and improve global connectedness. Key elements for developing
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responsible global citizens, as presented in that curriculum, were three crucial
competencies: the appropriate knowledge and understanding, essential skills,
and a set of values and attitudes that foster a sense of being a globally
competent individual.
Carpe Vitam believes that the global citizen should have a sense of the
following values and attitudes:
•

self-esteem,

•

empathy,

•

commitment to social justice and equity,

•

value and respect for diversity, and,

•

belief that people can make a difference.

The mix of these types of components and the level at which they should be
developed will vary in different professions (Reimer, 2008) and different
educational levels.
Hunter (2004) also supports the importance of these affective
components. As stated earlier, through extensive discussions with intercultural
specialists representing multinational businesses and international educators,
Hunter found that, according to the international panel of experts, they were in
agreement about the importance to: “actively seek to understand cultural norms
and expectations of others, communicate effectively across cultural boundaries,
have an ability to interact effectively across cultures and an ability to understand
one’s own culture, norms and expectations” (p. 144).
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Goleman (1998) reports that, in a study of executives at 15 large
corporations,
Just one cognitive ability distinguished star performers from average:
pattern recognition, the “big picture” thinking that allows leaders to
pick out meaningful trends from a welter of information around them
and to think strategically far into the future. (1998, p. 33)
For Goleman et al. (2002), “social awareness, particularly empathy, supports the
next step in the leader’s primal task: driving resonance. By being attuned to
how others feel in the moment. Empathy . . . includes listening and taking other
peoples perspectives” (pp. 30-31). He also notes that: “Skills based in the
limbic areas, research shows, are best learned through motivation, extended
practice, and feedback . . . (in contrast, learning) . . . in the neocortex of the
brain governs analytical and technical ability” (2002, p. 102).
Czikszentmihalyi (1990) echoes a similar view, “creativity generally
involves crossing the boundaries of domains” (p. 9). This implies that creative
individuals and leaders within a team can see relationships and emotional
nuances that others may never notice.
OECD (2003) supported the position of Goleman et al. (2002) on social
intelligence, where empathy is important in order to relate well to others, taking
the role of the other person and imagining the situation from his or her
perspective. They consider another important component to be self-awareness,
and the ability to interpret effectively one’s own underlying emotional and
motivational states and those of others. The European Parliament (2006) also
supports the importance of social competence as a key competence for active
citizenship and social inclusion.
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Culture and Its Variants
Winn (2003) cautions that the importance of one’s culture must be
considered when developing a sense of global connectedness. He suggests that
there exists a risk that when a member of a culture develops a sense of global
connectedness, it could reflect an ethno-centric bias, which might ultimately
defeat the intended benefits to truly being globally connected.
As previously asserted, Bennett (2004) posits that growing up in a specific
culture, individuals are conditioned to biases that allow them to share culture
harmony with their countrymen, but that may be disharmonious with other
cultures. Those are likely to have an effect on how individuals develop their
sense of global competence. In order to conceptualize the role of culture with
respect to globalization, one needs to recognize that if education intends to
sensitize individuals predicated on preparation for success in a global society,
the person must know what culture is and is not.
In the mid-2000s, Baldwin, Faulkner, Hecht, and Lindsley (2006) collected
over 300 multi-disciplinary definitions for the term culture. According to Garcia
and Guerra (2006), current views of culture have evolved over time and bring
together a number of elements that come from various definitions in the
literature.
Reviewing those elements, one finds that culture reflects at least two basic
constructs: (a) it provides the lens through which one views the world and
includes shared beliefs, values, ideals, and assumptions about life that guide
specific behaviors, and, (b) cultural values are shared by members of a group,

47

rather than reflect mere individual beliefs. For Culler (1999), “Culture is, on the
one hand, the system of categories and assumptions that makes possible the
activities and productions of a society and, on the other hand, the products
themselves, so the reach of cultural studies is vast” (p. 337).
According to Cushman, King, and Smith (1998),
The term culture . . . denotes two very different but related
things. . . [it] refers to a conceptual reality, to specific ways of
thinking, and to core values for orienting one perceptually to
the world. Participation in this conceptual reality provides one
with a worldview and a sense of group belonging. (p. 55)
Bantock (1968) viewed culture as having a particular set of skills, ways of
understanding, and modes of feelings. Additionally, he notes “the ways in which
men cooperate or conflict, their social and political institutions, their taboos,
rituals and ceremonies, their ways of bringing up the young, their shames and
crimes, all are regarded as equal manifestations of the culture” (p. 1).
Fontaine (1989) viewed culture as representative of shared perceptions,
not by ethnicity or race or nationality, but a sharing that stems from common
experiences produced by ethnicity or nationality. Fontaine also observed that
those shared perceptions
could stem from any common experience . . . . The more
widely the perception is shared by others, the more cultural it
is. What distinguishes a “cultural” difference from an
“individual” difference is the degree to which we believe that
our perceptions are shared by others. (p. 23)
Fontaine continues:
every culture must address certain universal needs . . . it
embodies a history and a set of established and proscribed
practices . . . [and] it is situated in a particular ecology; out of
these and other factors, it must cobble together a viable way of
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being . . . . Every culture must make sure that its younger
individuals master certain areas of knowledge, acquire certain
values, master certain skills. It is important that youths develop
intellectually, morally, socially, [and] emotionally . . . . Certain
educating bodies are available, including parents, peers,
teachers, masters, relatives, the media, schools, and various
forms of technology. Certain rewards, punishments, and
institutions can be evoked as models, motivators, or menaces.
Given this problem space, cultures make choices. Not
consciously, of course, but inevitably. These choices are
molded, often invisibly, by changing factors within and outside
the culture, and they combine to yield its special flavor,
character, or “configuration.” (pp. 100-101)
Merriam and Associates (2007) argue that there are hundreds of
definitions of culture. “Basically a culture consists of shared behavior and
symbolic meaning system of a group of people” (Merriam & Associates, 2007, p.
7). Banks and Banks (1997) have defined it as follows:
The essence of a culture is not its artifacts, tools, or other
tangible cultural elements, but how the members of the group
interpret, use, and perceive them. It is the values, symbols,
interpretations and perspectives that distinguish one people
from another in modernized societies; it is not material objects
and other tangible aspects of human societies. (p. 8)
A variant of culture, as noted by Gudykunst and Kim (2003), is the idea of
a subcategory of a larger culture. Gudykunst and Kim draw this distinction
between culture and subculture as follows:
(although) boundaries between cultures may usually, but not
always, coincide with the national or political boundaries
between countries, culture as a term, is generally reserved to
refer to a system of knowledge used by relatively large
numbers of people; i.e., a cultural ordering at the societal level.
(p. 18)
However, the authors note that when the term is used to refer to
cultural ordering at lower levels of social ordering . . . the term
traditionally for this purpose is subculture. A subculture . . .
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involves a set of shared symbolic ideas held by a collectivity
within the larger society. A subculture’s set of cultural ideas
generally is derived from the larger (societal) culture but differs
in some respect. (p. 17)
Culture as used in this research is defined as a particular set of socially
learned skills, ways of understanding, and modes of feeling shared by relatively
large numbers of individuals who share commonalities related to ethnicities,
skills, attitudes, knowledge, heritage, language, and religion. For purposes of
this research, the concept of culture worldwide is divided into different cultural
categories, called GeoCultural regions.
GeoCultural Regions
It is suggested by numerous researchers (Bonnemaison, 2005; Cosgrove,
2005; Fellmann, Getis, & Getis, 2007; Merriam & Associates, 2007; Reagan,
2005) that there are reasons to view cultural geography differently than through
political boundaries.
A cultural area is an area inhabited by people who have one or more
cultural traits in common, such as language, religion, or system of livelihood. It is
an area that is relatively homogeneous with regard to one or more cultural traits.
A recent concept is the emergence of cultural regions.
In the discussion of how to geographically identify cultural areas of the
world, experts like Bonnemaison (2005), Fellmann et al. (2007), and Merriam and
Associates (2007) use a variety of terms to describe an overall system of
progressively grouping cultural elements into larger categories. Though the
terms used differ slightly, a common logic in creating progressively more
inclusive cultural categories exists.
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Identifying cultural traits, or cultural values, is the first step in identifying
the categories of culture. Fellmann et al. (2007) describe cultural traits as “the
smallest distinctive items of culture” (p. 37). In other words, cultural traits are the
smallest building blocks of culture. Fellmann et al. agrees with Bonnemaison,
defining cultural traits as “the simplest cultural elements that can be discerned”
(p. 91). Merriam and Associates (2007) use the term cultural values
synonymously with cultural traits, but do not expand their discussion to larger
cultural groupings.
Bonnemaison (2005) and Fellmann et al. (2007) both use cultural traits to
create a more inclusive cultural category called a cultural complex. Each
describes a cultural complex as a bundle of traits that are aimed towards a
common purpose or function. Cultural complexes can be geographically grouped
when they correspond to a larger spatial reality in what Fellmann et al. refer to as
a cultural system and Bonnemaison refers to as a cultural region.
Bonnemaison uses the term cultural area, a gathering of similar cultural
regions, as his largest and most inclusive cultural category. Fellmann et al.
similarly create the next category of cultural grouping by recognizing the
similarities of their previously defined cultural systems. They name this category
a cultural region, which is synonymous with Bonnemaison’s cultural area. In
recognition of the trend of globalization, Fellmann et al. create their final and
most inclusive category called a cultural realm, a grouping of similar cultural
regions. A comparison of the culture terminology of Bonnemaison and Fellmann
et al. is presented in Figure 2.
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Each author recognizes that a systematic approach of creating
progressively more inclusive cultural groupings provides a guiding logic, not a
rigid set of rules. Thus, when creating each more inclusive cultural grouping,
there is an inherent subjectivity that results in a variety of possible groupings.
Examples of such groupings are presented, but no single definitive arrangement
is suggested by any author.
Bonnemaison (2005) provides an extensive discussion of the historical
background of three bases of contemporary human geography: the German, the
French, and the American school. Agnew (2005) describes Bonnemaison’s

Bonnemaison

Fellman et al.

Cultural Traits

Cultural Traits

Cultural Complex

Cultural Complex

Cultural Region

Cultural System

Cultural Area

Cultural Region

Least Inclusive

Most Inclusive

Cultural Realm

Figure 2. Comparison of the culture terminology from least inclusive to most
inclusive by Bonnemaison (2005) and Fellman, Getis and, Getis (2007)
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premise as “a human geography intensely invested in exploring cultural
differences in spatial sensibility” (p. xi). Agnew expounds on Bonnemaison’s
approach to cultural geography as the belief that, “Cultural differences can only
be adequately understood when placed in their geographical context” (p. xi).
This concept of culture and space represents Bonnemaison’s early contribution
to the concept of GeoCultural regions.
Bonnemaison (2005) explains the distinction that world geography can be
subdivided by cultures,
Civilizations fashion more complex culture areas, which can be
broken down into specific areas. Such is the case of the
Western, Islamic, African, Far Eastern civilizations as well as
Oceania and others. Civilizations are characterized by a
dominant combination of cultural traits and by shared
paradigms. (p. 86)
According to Bonnemaison (2005), this concept is being used to identify a larger
social ordering that crosses national borders, but because of customs and
alliances, often cover multiple nations who share common perspectives,
behaviors, and symbolic meaning systems:
When the reach of a cultural complex corresponds to a precise
geographic space, a cultural region is created. For example,
Korea and Japan form cultural regions. These two countries
share a number of cultural traits and ensembles, which are
combined into their own cultural systems. (p. 96)
Merriam and Associates (2007), for example, refer to Western and nonWestern thought and use these distinctions in order to draw contrasts and
comparisons between groups categorized as evidencing a particular cultural
region. “The domination of Western thought is sustained through scientific
research; colonization of the world is now intellectual and conceptual” (p. 4).
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Merriam and Associates (2007) suggest that the key to understanding the
Western/non-Western dichotomy is the concept of knowledge. Similarly,
Fellmann et al. (2007) propose cultural region as “a portion of the earth’s surface
occupied by populations sharing recognizable and distinctive cultural
characteristics, political organizations societies devise, clothing, economy” (p.
38).
According to Bonnemaison (2005), there are different ways of looking at
cultural geographical regions because culture has
spatial speciation, i.e., gradual spatial differentiation, culture
cannot live outside its space. Without it, culture loses most of
its value . . . culture is not a relic frozen in a referential spacetime . . . it includes heritage and innovation . . . culture entails
communication between those who share that culture. Hence,
a geocultural area is primarily a communication area . . . . A
culture lives according to the ways it is reproduced and
transferred, just as it is modified by the operational aspects of
the transmission itself . . . . Culture is at once inherited and
reinvented. (pp. 68-69)
Cultural mapping is utilized in a variety of ways. It may take the form of
maps on land usage, language acquisition, birth rates, death rates, migrations of
people, and many other uses. Cosgrove (2005) is supportive of the use of
cultural maps
Because culture, like every physical and social activity, is both
spatially structured and geographically expressed, the map
remains a powerful mode of visualising . . . and representing
the spatial aspects of how cultures form, interact and change.
Mapping thus remains a vital tool of analysis and a significant
mode of representation in the study of interconnections
between culture and space. (p. 28)
Fellmann et al. (2007) explain culture as
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transmitted within a society to succeeding generations by imitation
instruction, and example. It’s learned, not biological. We cannot learn
in its totality. Age, sex, status or occupation may dictate the aspect of
the cultural whole in which an individual becomes indoctrinated. (p.
37)
For purposes of this research, the term GeoCultural region is used
throughout to indicate the cultural entities used for investigation purposes. The
eight GeoCultural regions include Asia, Caribbean, Europe, Middle East, North
America, South/Latin America, Oceania, and Sub-Saharan Africa.
Based on categories by Fellmann et al. (2007), the areas of Oceania and
Asia are further divided into subcategories for additional investigation. The
cultural subcategories for Oceania include Austral-European and Insular
Oceanic. The cultural subcategories for Asia are identified as Indic, SinoJapanese, Slavic, and Southeast Asia.
Asia is composed of: Indic, including the countries of India, Pakistan, and
Nepal; Sino-Japanese, including China, Japan, and Korea; Slavic, including
Russia and many of the countries previously under the influence of the USSR;
and Southeast Asia, including Thailand, Cambodia, Laos, and Vietnam. The
subcategories of Asia are unique in that historical, linguistic, and religious
differences separate the four areas; however, all are characterized by the nonWestern perspectives mentioned by Merriam and Associates (2007).
Caribbean includes all of the islands surrounding the Caribbean Sea
basin and includes the Greater and Lesser Antilles, excluding Cuba.
Europe includes all of the countries typically described as being in Europe
(United Kingdom, Spain, France, Italy, as examples), along with Iceland,
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Greenland, and parts of Western Russia. Proximity and similar historical events
tend to tie this region together. In Merriam and Associates’ (2007) discussion of
Western/non-Western thought, Western Europe is viewed as the center of
Western thought.
Middle East includes Egypt, Saudi Arabia, and countries on the Northern
African continent (Tunisia and Libya, as examples), as well as, Iran (World
Economic Forum, 1997). Fellmann et al. (2007) refer to this “cultural realm” as
Islamic, because the basis for many similarities throughout this region is the
religion of Islam. Religion is probably the single most unifying factor in this
region, since the cultural implications are widespread; however, similarity in
language is also prevalent.
North America includes the United States and Canada, but excludes
Mexico. Both major countries (U.S. and Canada), from a historical/colonial
perspective are European, primarily English based, although French is one of the
two official languages of Canada. Both the U.S. and Canada’s primary spoken
language is English. Merriam and Associates (2007) characterize North America
as being of the “Western tradition”.
Oceania is a region that includes two subcategories: Austral European
(Australia, New Zealand) represents those areas that were primarily British
colonial areas; and Insular Oceanic, which includes all of the islands formally
located in the areas of Polynesia, Micronesia, and Melanesia. Bonnemaison
(2005) focused his professional attention on Melanesia rather than Polynesia or
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Micronesia, which may explain his statement that Melanesia is at the heart of the
Pacific. Fellmann et al. (2007) support the position that Austral-European
and Insular-Oceanic are two subcategories of Oceania.
According to S. Fifita, a military expert from Tonga (personal
communication, April 13, 2012),
there are three distinctive cultures in the South Pacific:
Polynesian, Melanesian, and Micronesian. Even though the
dominating culture is the Polynesian culture, the other two exist
and they are all very different. I would feel offended to be
thought of as anything other than Polynesian living in the South
Pacific.
South/Latin America includes all of South America and Central America,
as well as Mexico and Cuba. Mexico is usually considered to be part of North
America from a geographical standpoint; however, Mexico from a cultural
standpoint is closer to South America than North America. According to A. KumiYeboah, a social studies teacher, “Mexico is a part of North America; however,
its culture, religion, and language are a better fit to South or Latin America”
(personal communication, April 2, 2012). Bonnemaison (2005) supports this
supposition, and suggests that, “a culture area gathers a set of cultural regions
joined by common paradigms or an identical foundation” (p. 96). He also agrees
that Mexico departs from the North American culture group and belongs more
with Latin America in a cultural sense. Fellmann et al. (2007) also support this
placement.
The commonalities throughout South/Latin America include the emphasis
on the Spanish/Portuguese language and the similarity of religion throughout the
area. The culture of this region was transported from Europe, but was infused
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with the native inhabitant influences to become a unique entity separate from
Europe.
Sub-Saharan Africa includes all countries below the Saharan Desert
(Ethiopia, Chad, Niger, Mauritania, South Africa, and Sudan as examples) that
are not included in the Middle East category. The illustrative maps used by
Fellmann et al. (2007) to indicate patterns of various categories are striking in
their depiction of Sub-Saharan Africa. For example, climate, historical
colonization, tribal basis of languages and religion, ruralness, agricultural based,
and maps dealing with total fertility rate, mortality rate, and percentage of
children under 15 years are remarkably similar throughout Sub-Saharan Africa.
Summary
As globalization continues, opportunities to work, study, and live abroad
increase. The need to understand and function in other cultures will also
increase. Perceived global competencies have frequently been investigated by
researchers mainly from an American-based perspective. Most prior research
has studied all aspects of global competencies rather than concentrating on a
comparison of the affective components from a cross-cultural perspective.
Differences in terminology and the exploration of affective components have
been inspired by multiple intelligences, emotional intelligence and social
intelligence. An explanation of the concept of cultural regions led to a rationale
for the eight GeoCultural regions including two regions with subcategories.
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Chapter 3
Methods

The purpose of this study was to explore the extent to which individuals in
different GeoCultural regions view and identify affective components perceived to
be important in today’s global society. The parts of this chapter include the
research design, research questions, population and sampling, instrumentation,
data collection, data analysis, and summary.
Research Design
This cross-sectional research design study was two-fold. The first process
was to identify GeoCultural regions for comparison of responses. This entailed
the development of a process for placing individuals within a GeoCultural region
(see Appendix A for the map). There was the development of a background
information form, which was used to place the respondents in a GeoCultural
region or subcategory. See Appendix B for a copy of the background information
form. Second, there was the development and administration of a questionnaire
to identify important affective components from a cross-cultural perspective. See
Appendix C for a copy of the affective component questionnaire.
According to Gall et al. (2007), cross-sectional research is a method often
used in social science and education. This type of study utilizes groups of
individuals who differ in the variable of interest, but share other characteristics
such as socioeconomic status, educational background, and race/ethnicity.
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Cross-sectional studies are observational in nature and are known as descriptive
research. Researchers record the information that is present in a population, but
they do not manipulate variables.
Research Questions
The following were the primary research questions that guided this
research:
1.

What affective components are perceived to be important from a crosscultural perspective?

2.

Are there differences in these perceptions of affective components
from a cross-cultural perspective?
The affective component questionnaire and background information form

were administered to individuals in all of the GeoCultural regions and
subcategories. Descriptive statistics and quantitative statistical techniques were
used to analyze the raw data. The affective components were identified for
validation purposes using global experts from each GeoCultural region. Three
panels consisted of individuals from eight GeoCultural regions. Experts from five
GeoCultural regions constituted the fourth panel. The importance of affective
component by GeoCultural region were determined through the content
validation procedure, which utilized a series of expert panels and corresponding
revisions to the developed lists that they provided. According to Gall et al.
(2007), content validation is “The extent to which the items in a test represent the
domain of content that the test is designed to measure” (p. 636). In this study,
the expert panels performed the content validation by the development of the
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affective component questionnaire and background information form.
Population and Sampling
The target population of this study was individuals with varying
experiences from the eight GeoCultural regions: Asia, Caribbean, Europe, Middle
East, North America, Oceania, South/Latin America, and Sub-Saharan Africa.
Two of the GeoCultural regions had cultural subcategories: Asia (Indic, including
the countries of India, Pakistan, and Nepal; Sino-Japanese, including China,
Japan, and Korea; Slavic, including Russia and many of the countries previously
under the influence of the USSR; and Southeast Asia, including Thailand,
Cambodia, Laos, and Vietnam) and Oceania (Austral European, including
Australia and New Zealand which represented those areas that were primarily
British colonial areas, and Insular Oceanic, which included all of the islands
formally located in the areas of Polynesia, Micronesia, and Melanesia).
Possible respondents were identified through professional and personal
contacts and convenient access to individuals from other cultures. Each
GeoCultural region and subcategories included a minimum of n=20 individuals.
All individuals participating had to be proficient enough in English and
sufficiently educated to respond appropriately to the questionnaire. Identification
of the primary GeoCultural region for each participant was based on the
individual’s responses to the background information form (see Appendix B).
Individuals were placed in a GeoCultural region or subcategory, based on the
preponderance of evidence based on time spent in a particular GeoCultural
region or subcategory. Individuals whose backgrounds were not easy to identify
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were eliminated from the usable responses. For example, one female identified
herself as Asian although her mom had been born in Vietnam and her Dad had
been born in North America. She was born in Vietnam and moved to North
America when she was three weeks old and had never been outside the US after
that. The total number of eliminated responses included 33 individuals.
Instrumentation
Two instruments were used to collect the data of individuals from the
GeoCultural regions and subcategories: (a) a background information form (see
Appendix B), and (b) an affective component questionnaire (see Appendix C).
Both instruments utilized expert panels to develop and validate the information
included.
The development of the questionnaire was a process that started with a
mini research study, investigating cultural differences in the International
Coalition at CENTCOM at MacDill Air Force Base. As the input from this group
was reviewed, it appeared that there were differences based on the cultural
backgrounds. Subsequently, a group of 16 individuals from different regions of
the world, participating in a study abroad experience, was asked to identify, from
a cross-cultural perspective, those components important for functioning in
today’s global society (Wallenberg-Lerner & James, 2012a). The preponderance
of global competencies identified by this group aligned with affective components
suggested and identified by Deardorff (2004), Hunter (2004), and Steves (2006).
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Feedback from individuals from multinational corporations and academics
representing additional cultural regions, who were not included in the previous
group were also solicited. These individuals were asked to further refine the list.
Expert panel process. The expert panel process utilized four sets of
experts to guide the processes and procedures used to develop and validate
both the affective component questionnaire and the background information
form. The individuals on each panel were experts in the field of cross-cultural
education, adult education, educational measurement and research, and/or
foreign relations. These experts all had higher education degrees and were
working with cross-cultural issues. They had also lived in more than one culture
for an extended period of time. The four panels consisted of the Initial Panel, the
Validation Panel, the Verification Panel, and the Final Panel.
Initial Panel. Participants at an international adult education conference
from numerous international universities primarily formed this panel of experts.
Additional names of individuals representing different cultural areas were added
to insure coverage of the GeoCultural regions. See Appendix D for a list of
members and their areas of cultural experience and expertise. An invitation letter
was sent to each panel member asking if they were willing to serve on this panel.
The invitation letter to the panel members is presented in Appendix E. This
panel was asked to review items for verbiage and to provide feedback about the
affective components according to their own beliefs. Their second task was to
assess clarity, completeness and appropriateness of the background information
form and suggest any changes that might be needed.
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Validation Panel. The second panel was the Validation Panel. They
represented the eight GeoCultural regions and also had extensive cross-cultural
experience. See Appendix F for a list of the names, their cultural experiences,
and expertise. An invitation letter was sent to each member of this panel. See
Appendix G for a copy of the invitation letter to the panel members to solicit their
participation. On this panel, the members were asked to rate the importance of
the descriptions of the identified affective components, as proposed by the Initial
panel.
Verification Panel. The third panel for the development of the
instruments was the Verification Panel. Again, the panel members represented
the eight GeoCultural regions and all had extensive cross-cultural experience.
See Appendix H for a list of names of the panel members, their cultural
experiences, and their areas of expertise. An invitation letter was sent to each
member on this panel. See Appendix I for a copy of the invitation letter to this
panel.
These experts were asked to rate the importance of the descriptions of the
identified affective components as proposed by the previous panels. Their
second task was to rate the clarity, completeness, and appropriateness of the
description of each affective component.
Final Panel. This panel was composed of five members. Four members
came from the Validation and the Verification Panels and one was an
independent educator with extensive cross-cultural experience. The panel was
used as a final check on verbiage, since there had been numerous revisions to
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the descriptions. See Appendix J for a list of the names of these panel members
and their areas of expertise. See Appendix K for a copy of the letter of invitation
to the panel members.
Background Information Form. The background information form (see
Appendix B) was developed to obtain information about the cross-cultural
exposure and the demographic information of the respondents. Additionally, this
information was used to place each respondent in a GeoCultural region or
subcategory.
As previously discussed, the concept of the field of cultural geography
supports the supposition that cultures can be subdivided in a broad sense and
that GeoCultural maps can be used to delineate these similar cultures. This
study used Fellmann et al.’s (2007) theory to divide the world into GeoCultural
regions and subcategories. A more complete discussion and description of these
GeoCultural regions and the subcategories are included in Chapter 2.
The development of the background information form was a process that
began with a mini study at MacDill Air Force Base with International Coalition
CENTCOM members. In this study, it appeared that there were differences
based on the respondents’ cultural backgrounds.
Subsequently, the Initial Panel was asked to rate each question on the
background information form on a scale of 1 to 6 in terms of clarity,
completeness, and appropriateness (see Appendix L). See Appendix M for the
mean ratings of the clarity, completeness, and appropriateness related to the
background information form.
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Affective Component Questionnaire. This instrument was developed to
collect data from individuals from all the GeoCultural regions and subcategories,
about the importance of the descriptions of affective components from a crosscultural perspective (Wallenberg-Lerner & James, 2012b).
Like the background information form, the development of the affective
component questionnaire began as a result of a mini study at MacDill Airforce
Base related to cross-cultural perceptions. As the data were being reviewed, it
appeared that there were differences in perceptions in the affective component
areas needed in today’s global society that might be influenced by the
respondents’ cultural backgrounds.
The Initial Panel members were asked to respond to the descriptions of
affective components previously drawn from other experts and relevant research
literature (Deardorff, 2004; Hunter, 2004; Steves, 2006). The affective
components referred to characteristics of individuals related to the emotional or
affective area rather than specific skill, behavior, or knowledge areas.
In the instructions, the panel members were asked to suggest changes,
additions, or deletions on the verbiage of the 22 suggested affective components
identified by the literature, global experts, and the educators from the studyabroad trip. See Appendix N for the instruction letter to the panel members.
The members on the Initial Panel made numerous revisions: they
suggested changes in verbiage to descriptions of the affective components, and
clarified words that might not be understood by individuals from all cultures.
Thirteen affective components were deleted, because the panel members did not
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believe they belonged in the list. This panel also suggested that the word
headings being used to define the affective components be removed; instead
they recommended retaining the descriptions only. The reason for it was that
some of the non-Western panel members felt that the terms represented a
Western perspective and, therefore, might not be understood by individuals in all
of the different GeoCultural regions and subcategories.
Based upon the responses from the Initial Panel work, there were
changes and eliminations to several affective component descriptions. The list
concluded with only nine affective components from the original list of 22.
The Validation panel members were then asked to rate each description
according to their belief about the importance of each affective component
needed for a culturally competent individual in today’s global society. See
Appendix O for instructions to the Validation Panel members.
The panel members were asked if there were any missing or duplicated
items in the descriptions. Minor changes were suggested from this panel.
Nothing was suggested as missing, redundant, or misplaced. The findings of this
panel served as a check on previously identified verbiage changes from the
previous panel. The completed list from the Validation Panel was then sent to
the Verification Panel.
See Table 1 for the mean ratings and standard deviations of importance
for each affective component by the Validation Panel. As seen in Table 1,
empathy (M=5.45), adaptability (M=5.36), and connectedness (M=5.36) were the

67

Table 1
Mean Ratings of Importance by Affective Components by the Validation Panel
Affective Component
Adaptability
Cross-cultural SociaI Intelligence
Connectedness
Curiosity
Empathy
Non-ethnocentric
Self-assurance
Self-awareness
Tolerance for Ambiguity

Mean
5.36
5.09
5.36
5.18
5.45
5.20
5.00
5.30
4.61

SD
0.67
0.34
0.11
0.32
0.59
0.33
1.10
0.16
0.88

Note. N=8; based on a 6-point scale.

highest rated affective components at the validation stage of the development of
the instrument. Tolerance for Ambiguity (M=4.61) was rated the lowest by this
panel.
See Appendix P for the letter of instructions to the Verification Panel
members. They were also asked if they wanted to add anything or if there were
any missing, duplicated, or misplaced descriptions according to their beliefs
about whether all statements could be understood by individuals in different parts
of the world.
See Table 2 for the mean ratings and standard deviations of the
importance of the affective components for the responses by the Verification
Panel. The mean importance ratings of the affective components by the
Verification panel members, revealed that adaptability (M=5.57) had the highest
mean rating. Self-awareness (M=5.17) and CCSI (M=5.14) scored second and
third. Tolerance for Ambiguity (M=4.00) scored lowest as in the previous panel.
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Table 2
Mean Ratings of Importance by Affective Components by the Verification Panel
Affective Component

Mean

SD

Adaptability
Cross-cultural SociaI Intelligence
Connectedness
Curiosity
Empathy
Non-ethnocentric
Self-assurance
Self-awareness
Tolerance for Ambiguity
Note. N=8; based on a 6-point scale

5.57
5.14
4.83
5.00
4.99
4.29
4.33
5.17
4.00

0.63
0.31
0.13
0.33
0.31
0.31
0.99
0.14
0.85

This served as a check on whether each description of identified affective
component by previous panels should be included in the final list of items. The
second task for the Verification Panel asked them to assess the clarity,
completeness, and appropriateness of the statements for all cultures in the world.
See Table 3 for the mean ratings and standard deviations of clarity,
completeness, and appropriateness of each statement by the Verification Panel.
The means for clarity ranged from a low of M=3.44 for Connectedness to a high
of M=4.44 for Self-assurance. The range for completeness of the descriptions
was actually wider because the lowest mean M=3.22 for Connectedness and
Self-awareness was M=4.56. All of the items means were above 3, which was
the mid-point cut-off for means to seriously consider verbiage change. It became
apparent from the responses that some of the low scores were based on
language problems between cultures and unfamiliarity of the terms of
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Table 3
Mean Ratings for Clarity, Completeness, and Appropriateness of Affective
Component Descriptions by the Verification Panel
Affective
Component
Adaptability
Connectedness
CCSI
Curiosity
Empathy
Non-ethnocentric
Self-awareness
Self-assurance
Tolerance/Ambiguity

Clarity(a)
M
SD
3.67 0.77
3.44 0.70
3.75 0.74
4.25 0.60
3.67 0.67
4.13 0.72
4.11 0.65
4.44 0.69
4.00 0.51

Complete(b)
M
SD
3.78 0.56
3.22 0.53
4.00 0.51
4.38 0.55
3.78 0.51
4.25 0.57
4.22 0.60
4.56 0.53
4.13 0.59

Appropriate(c)
M
SD
3.89 0.45
3.89 0.44
4.71 0.42
4.00 0.46
3.44 0.49
3.75 0.43
4.11 0.48
4.70 0.49
3.75 0.39

Note. N=8 based on a 6-point scale. (a) clarity of the description, (b)
completeness of the description, (c) appropriateness of the description to be
understood by all cultures in the world.

instructions; clarity, completeness, and appropriateness. Based upon feedback
from the Verification Panel, additional revisions were made to the affective
component questionnaire.
The Final Panel made an additional review of the verbiage needed in
order for the descriptions of the affective components to be as clear and
complete as possible to individuals from all parts of the world. See Appendix Q
for instructions to the Final Panel. See Table 4 for the final list of descriptions by
the Final Panel. Only a couple of minor changes to the verbiage were made by
the Final Panel. This list became the basis for the pilot test.
Pilot Test. Using the resulting descriptions of the affective components
by the Final Panel, a pilot test was conducted through both an electronic link and
a paper-and-pencil version of the resulting questionnaire, where the Final Panel
Table 4
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Affective Component Descriptions List by the Final Panel
Component

Description

Adaptability

Ability to handle change or be able to manage differences in
diverse cultures and environments.
Ability to encourage understanding across different cultures
Ability to understand the feelings, thoughts, actions, and
perspectives of others from different cultures
Being interested in learning more about people and customs
from different cultures
Ability to understand the feelings and perceptions of others
without having/wanting to adopt them personally
Willingness to objectively welcome different cultures and
experience them without judgment
Trust and confidence in yourself and your own ideas and
values when getting involved with other cultures
Ability to understand your own feelings and thoughts while
involving yourself in different cultures
Ability to accept and practice differences in other cultures
even if there is more than one interpretation

Connectedness
Cross-cultural
Social Intelligence
Curiosity
Empathy
Non-ethnocentric
Self-assurance
Self-awareness
Tolerance for
Ambiguity
N=5

members tested the mean importance ratings of the affective components as well
as assessing the mean ratings of clarity, completeness, and appropriateness of
the affective components descriptions. An attempt was made to include
representatives of each GeoCultural region. The affective component
questionnaire was administered to 12 individuals from seven different
GeoCultural regions. This step was taken primarily to ascertain the clarity of
descriptions, the process of administration, and also as a check on the
importance ratings of the affective component descriptions. See Table 5 for
mean ratings of importance by affective component descriptions. The Pilot Test
seemed to have a slightly higher mean importance ratings than the mean
Table 5
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Mean Ratings of Importance by Affective Component Descriptions from the Pilot
Test
Affective Component

Mean

SD

Adaptability
Cross-cultural SociaI Intelligence
Connectedness
Curiosity
Empathy
Non-ethnocentric
Self-assurance
Self-awareness
Tolerance for Ambiguity
Note. N=12; based on a 6-point scale

5.57
5.00
5.14
5.00
5.48
5.44
5.24
5.20
4.30

0.67
0.53
0.47
0.53
0.23
0.36
0.35
0.43
0.36

importance ratings provided by the Verification Panel. Adaptability had the
highest mean (M=5.57) and CCSI had a mean of 5.00. Connectedness had a
mean of M=5.14, while Curiosity had a mean of 5.00. Empathy had a mean of
5.48 and Non-ethnocentric had a mean of 5.44. The mean for Self-assurance
was 5.24. Self-awareness had a mean of 5.20 and the lowest mean was
again Tolerance for Ambiguity with a mean of 4.30.
See Table 6 for the mean ratings of the clarity, completeness, and
appropriateness of the affective component descriptions. The mean ratings of
the clarity, completeness, and appropriateness of the statements from the
affective component questionnaire seemed to have a higher mean rating than the
Verification Panel’s mean ratings. This could be due to change of wording in
how the instructions were phrased and the verbiage of the descriptions. In
regards to clarity, Adaptability had mean of 4.67 and CCSI had the highest mean
of 4.75.
Table 6
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Mean Ratings of Clarity, Completeness, and Appropriateness of Affective
Component Descriptions from the Pilot Test
Affective
Component
Adaptability
Connectedness
CCSI
Curiosity
Empathy
Non-ethnocentric
Self-awareness
Self-assurance
Tolerance/Ambiguity

Clarity(a)
M
SD
4.67 0.77
4.44 0.70
4.75 0.74
4.25 0.60
3.99 0.67
4.13 0.72
4.11 0.65
4.53 0.69
4.00 0.51

Complete(b)
M
SD
4.78 0.56
4.22 0.53
4.00 0.51
4.38 0.45
3.78 0.71
4.25 0.57
4.22 0.60
4.56 0.63
4.13 0.59

Appropriate(c)
M
SD
4.89 0.45
3.89 0.41
4.71 0.42
4.00 0.46
3.97 0.49
3.75 0.46
4.11 0.44
4.70 0.42
4.35 0.39

Note. N=12 based on a 6-point scale. (a) clarity of the description, (b)
completeness of the description, (c) appropriateness of the description to be
understood by all cultures in the world.

Connectedness had a mean rating of 4.44, while Curiosity had mean rating of
4.25. Empathy had the lowest mean of 3.99 and Non-ethnocentric had a mean
of 4.13. The mean for Self-assurance was 4.53. Self-awareness had a mean of
4.11 and Tolerance for Ambiguity had a mean of 4.00.
The mean ratings of the completeness of the questions were as follows:
Adaptability had the highest mean (M=4.78) and CCSI had a mean of 4.00.
Connectedness had a mean of 4.22, while Curiosity had a mean of 4.38.
Empathy had the lowest mean of 3.78. Non-ethnocentric had a mean of 4.25,
while Self-assurance had a mean of 4.56. Self-awareness that had a mean of
4.22 and the lowest was Tolerance for Ambiguity with a mean of 4.13. The mean
ratings for the appropriateness of the descriptions were as follows: Adaptability
had the highest mean (M=4.89) and CCSI had a mean of 4.71, Connectedness
had a mean of 3.89, Curiosity had a mean of 4.00, Empathy had a mean of 3.97,
Non-ethnocentric had the lowest mean of 3.75, Self-assurance had a mean of
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4.70, Self-awareness had a mean of 4.11, and Tolerance for Ambiguity had a
mean of 4.35.
No revisions to the affective components descriptions were made after
feedback from the respondents in the pilot test. This version became the final
affective component questionnaire (see Appendix C).
Table 7 represents a summary of the development of the affective
component descriptions by the four panels. Examples of comments from the
panel members were: “ability to handle change and manage differences are very
different;” “as long as promote does not mean teach others about my view;”
“Understand, accept, respect and tolerate are very different things;” “Ability to
understand the feelings and perspectives of others without necessarily needing
to adapt those same feelings for oneself;” “if willingness is the same as accepting
it, whether from within or just to the outside world;” “Intercultural sensitivity needs
to go beyond the simplicity of relativism;” “Understand and feel are to mix
cognitive and emotional standpoints;” “Many cultures and religions feel that
flexibility and tolerance of other cultures is an offence of their culture;” “Take out
judgment if that is a negative connotation;” “Judgment can be positive as well;” “I
had a difficult time with some of the definitions because we should be
judgmental;” “ A brother should not be able to light his sister on fire because he
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Table 7
Summary of Affective Component Descriptions Refined by Each Panel
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Affective
Component

Descriptions Sent to the
Initial Panel

Descriptions Sent to the
Validation Panel

Descriptions Sent to the
Verification Panel

Descriptions Sent to the
Final Panel

Adaptability

Ability to cope with or to
change. To manage
differences in diverse
cultures.

Flexibility; ability to change
or be able to manage
differences in diverse
cultures.

Flexibility; ability to handle
change or be able to
manage differences in
diverse cultures and
environments.

Ability to handle change or
be able to manage
differences in diverse
cultures and environments.

Connectedness

Feeling part of something
larger in this global world,
through understanding
others’ worldview.

Promoting understanding
across different cultures.

Encourage
understanding across
different cultures

Ability to encourage
understanding across
different cultures.

Cross-cultural
Social Intelligence

Ability to understand the
feelings, thoughts and
behavior of persons
including oneself in
situations interacting with
others of different
cultures.

Ability to understand the
feelings, thoughts,
behaviors, and
perspectives of others from
different cultures.

Ability to understand the
feelings, thoughts,
behaviors, and
perspectives of others
from different cultures.

Ability to understand the
feelings, thoughts, actions,
and perspectives of others
from different cultures.

Curiosity

Being interested in people
and things from different
cultures.

Being interested in learning
more about people and
things from different
cultures

Being interested in
learning more about
people and things from
different cultures.

Being interested in learning
more about people and
customs from different
cultures.

Empathy

Ability to deeply
understand and relate to
the thoughts, feelings,
and experiences of others
in different cultures.

Ability to understand and
feel emotionally what
others from different
cultures are experiencing.

Ability to understand and
feel the emotions that
others from different
cultures are experiencing.

Ability to understand the
feelings and perceptions of
others without
having/wanting to adopt
them personally.

Table 7 (continued)
Summary of Affective Component Description Refined by Each Panel
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Affective Component

Descriptions Sent to the
Initial Panel

Descriptions Sent to the
Validation Panel

Descriptions Sent to the
Verification Panel

Description Sent to the
Final Panel

Non-ethnocentric

Willingness to embrace
diverse cultures and
experience those cultures
without judgment.

Willingness to welcome
different cultures and
experience them without
judgment.

Willingness to welcome
different cultures and
experience them without
judgment.

Willingness to objectively
welcome different cultures
and experience them
without judgment.

Self-assurance

Faith and confidence in
own abilities and judgment
to function in diverse
cultures.

Trust and confidence in
your own abilities and
judgments to involve
yourself in different
cultures.

Trust and confidence in
your own abilities and
judgments when involving
yourself in different
cultures.

Trust and confidence in
yourself and your own
ideas and values when
getting involved with other
cultures.

Self-awareness

Understanding and
awareness of self as you
function in different
cultures.

Understanding your own
feelings and thoughts while
involving yourself in
different cultures.

Understanding your own
feelings and thoughts while
involving yourself in
different cultures.

Ability to understand your
own feelings and thoughts
while involving yourself in
different cultures.

Tolerance for Ambiguity

Ability to accept things that
may be vague or unclear.

Ability to accept and deal
with things in another
culture even if they are
inexact or unclear.

Ability to accept and deal
with things in another
culture even if you do not
fully understand.

Ability to accept and
practice differences in other
cultures even if there is
more than one
interpretation.

Table 7 (continued)
Summary of Affective Component Descriptions Refined by Each Panel
Affective
Component

Descriptions Sent to the Initial
Panel
Ability to perceive, control,
and evaluate emotions

Descriptions Sent to the
Validation Panel
Omitted

Acceptance of others and
their diversity.

Same.

Omitted

Compassion

Ability to deeply understand
and relate to the thoughts,
feelings, and experiences of
others with religious
connotation.

Omitted

Value of cultural
diversity/Cultural Sensitivity.

Same.

Omitted

Desire to continue learning.

Same.

Omitted

Flexibility.

Selecting and using
appropriate styles and
behaviors; cognitive flexibility.

Omitted

Humility.

Egolessness

Omitted

Ability to perceive, control,
and evaluate emotions.

Descriptions Sent to the
Verification Panel

Descriptions Sent to
the Final Panel
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(Cont’d)

Table 7 (continued)
Summary of Affective Component Descriptions Refined by Each Panel

78

Affective
Component

Descriptions Sent to the
Initial Panel

Descriptions Sent to the
Validation Panel

Openness/receptivity.

Open and accepting.

Omitted

Optimism.

Thinking positive.

Omitted

Positive.

Seeing possibilities instead of
obstacles.

Omitted

Respect.

Respecting others’ view.

Omitted

Sensitivity.

Sensitive to other cultures.

Omitted

Values cultural diversity.

Valuing cultural differences.

Omitted

Note. The Initial Panel omitted 13 affective components descriptions.

Descriptions Sent to the
Verification Panel

Descriptions Sent to
the Final Panel

thinks that she has dishonored the family name;” “I would guess that these
affective competencies vary by individual, not nationallity or citizenship. Within
the context of this situation, people who live in the U.S. may not be as high in
social awareness or relationship management as it relates to other countries,
because of the size of the U.S. So, perhaps social awareness and relationship
management would be linked to cultural competencies (language, customs, etc)”.
One member asked if low (1 or 2) on the rating scale would be considered
xenophobic and what values would be used if most answers fall within 5 or 6 on
the scale. All comments, suggestions, deletions, and additions were carefully
reviewed between the researcher and her chair.
Data Collection
The affective component questionnaire and the background information
form were distributed electronically to respondents throughout the world. Each
questionnaire and background information form was distributed through an
intermediary, who was known to the researcher. There were 24 intermediaries
from all GeoCultural regions who used their network of contacts to invite
individuals to participate. The researcher sent an email to each intermediary
describing the study and giving them instructions for the task. See Appendix R
for a copy of the correspondence and instructions to the intermediaries from the
researcher. The intermediaries were also provided a sample letter to forward to
each individual in their network. See Appendix S for a copy of a sample letter
from the intermediary to potential respondents.
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Each potential respondent received an electronic link from the
intermediary to click on and respond. A cover letter describing the research,
definitions, and information about voluntary participation was provided to all
individuals in the electronic survey (see Appendix T). The link was administered
through SurveyMonkey, which is a provider of web-based survey solutions.
If there was a discrepancy between what an individual identified as their
cultural background and other information in the background information form,
that individual’s response was not used in the study. One respondent answered
that, Israel is a cultural hybrid and a country of its own. She had lived half of her
life in the United States and half her life in Israel. She did not choose any of the
GeoCultural regions in the list and she had spent the same amount of time in two
GeoCultural regions. See Appendix U for additional comments by the
respondents related to the affective component questionnaire and background
information form.
The intermediary connections in all GeoCultural regions and
subcategories enabled the researcher to obtain a total response of 456
individuals. These individuals represented all eight GeoCultural regions. Of
these 456, 33 were not usable due to incomplete information or discrepancy of
information as mentioned previously. The total number of respondents used for
research purposes was 423.
Having an intermediary also served the purpose in keeping within the
ethical principles outlined in the Belmont Report and with USF IRB policies and
procedures. See Appendix V for a copy of IRB approval letter.
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Dependability of GeoCultural region/subcategory placement. This
study obtained 456 responses, of which 423 were usable. Each of the 423
individuals were placed in a GeoCultural region or subcategory based on where
they had spent the major portion of their life, according to the background
information form. The 33 responses who were eliminated had either incomplete
answers or had information on their forms that did not allow for placement in one
of the GeoCultural regions or subcategories. All comments, suggestions,
deletions, and additions were carefully reviewed between the researcher and her
chair.
A verification of placement by two external individuals was conducted and
the placement of 36 profiles were examined/reviewed by a 23-year old female
(Swedish-Scottish-Indian and American background) and 32-year old American
male. At the end of the review, all but three of the respondents were placed
similarly to how they were originally placed. One in question was a female born
in Asia by an Asian mother and North American father. In her response
questionnaire, she stated that she was of Asian background, but had lived and
stayed in the United States since she was five months old. She had no travel
experience. In the study, she was placed as North American. The reason the
external reviewers questioned the placement was because it was unknown from
the response to the questionnaire if she had lived in an American or Asian
community in the US. The researcher and her chair agreed with the original
placement as North American. The second respondent in question was a 52year old Russian male, who self identified himself as European. He was born,
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raised, and had lived most of his life in the USSR (now Ukraine). He was placed
as European and it was questionable where he could have been placed as an
Asian. However, many individuals from western Russia consider themselves
European. The researcher and her chair agreed with the original placement,
even though it could have been either way. A male respondent from Guam with
eight years of schooling, born and raised in Guam with no travel experience, selfidentified himself as North American. He was placed as having an Oceania
background. Because Guam is a US territory, it seems reasonable that he would
have identified himself as North American; however, Guam definitively has many
South Pacific (Insular Oceanic subcategory) cultural characteristics (W. James,
personal communication, May 10, 2013). The researcher and her chair agreed
with the original placement.
Data Analysis
This study investigated the relationship between GeoCultural region and
subcategory, the affective components and the variation in means across the 12
Geocultural regions and subcategories and the nine identitied affective
components. The 423 respondents were drawn from all 12 GeoCultural regions
and subcategories of the world. Data from SurveyMonkey was downloaded to a
spreadsheet format that facilitated the placement in a GeoCultural region or
subcategory. Each of the 423 individuals were placed in a GeoCultural region or
subcategory based on where they had spent the major part of their life according
to the background information form.
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The repeated measures ANOVA design used in this study had one
between-subjects factor (GeoCultural region) and one within-subjects factor
(affective component). As such, two different error terms were used: one for the
between-subjects effects and one for the within-subjects effects factor. However,
it should be noted that for the test of the within-subjects factor (affective
component), such tests were based on the adjusted degrees of freedom which
used adjustments of Huynh and Feldt and those of Greenhouse-Geisser. The
Greenhouse-Geisser correction tends to be conservative whilst the Huynh-Feldt
correction tends to be more liberal on how each estimates the epilson constant.
The estimated epsilon using the Greenhouse-Geisser method gave ε = 0.79.
The data were analyzed using SAS computer software. Descriptive
statistics were calculated and a repeated measures ANOVA was used to analyze
the raw data. Data analysis of the results of the usable responses related to the
research questions and were performed by using a factorial analysis of variance
based on ratings of importance of affective components and GeoCultural regions.
Main effects and possible interaction effects of variables were determined.
Dunn’s tests were used as follow-up strategies, where ANOVA tests gave
significant results. Data were also described using descriptive statistics such as
measures of central tendency to present summary data on the study data results.
This study was adequately powered given the large sample size (N=423).
Power is a function of the size of the sample, the heterogeneity of the subjects
with reference to the dependent rating variable, the reliability of the measuring
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instruments used, the nature of the statistical procedure used to test the
hypothesis, as well as effect size (Gall et al., 2007).
The study was conducted based upon two research questions:
1.

What affective components are perceived to be important from a crosscultural perspective?

2.

Are there differences in these perceptions of affective components
from a cross-cultural perspective?
In order to answer these research questions, both descriptive and

inferential statistics were used. According to Gall et al. (2007), “descriptive
statistics are mathematical techniques for organizing and summarizing a set of
numerical data” (p.132). They provide the researcher the opportunity to see
patterns and provide a way of understanding raw data. This study used
descriptive statistics such as frequencies, percentages, and means for the
various variables involved.
For inferential statistics, repeated measures ANOVA was used to test for
significant differences in mean ratings of importance among the identified
affective components and GeoCultural regions and subcategories.
The assumptions of a within-subjects ANOVA are similar to those for the
one-way ANOVA, which include independence of observations, normality, and
homogeneity of variances. ANOVA is robust to violations of assumptions of
normality (Gall et al., 2007). This is true, especially when the sample size is fairly
large, which was the case for this study. However, in addition to variances,
which involve deviations from the mean of each person’s score on one measure,
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the within-subjects design includes more than one measure for each person on
the ratings of each affective component. Thus, covariances, which involve
deviations from the mean of each of two measures for each person, also exist,
and these covariances need to meet certain assumptions as well. The
homogeneity assumption for within-subjects designs, known as sphericity,
requires equal variances and covariances for each level of the within subjects
variable.
The main dependent variable in this study was the importance ratings.
The main independent variables for this study were affective component and
GeoCultural region/subcategory, which represented within-subject and betweensubjects factors respectively.
The two GeoCultural regions with subcategories were further tested to
determine if there were any differences across all nine affective components
within the subcategories. Repeated measures ANOVA was used to test for
differences between the four subcategories in Asia: Indic, Slavic, Southeast Asia,
and Sino-Japanese. Repeated measures ANOVA was also used to test for any
differences in importance ratings for the subcategories of Oceania: Austral
European and Insular Oceanic.
Summary
This cross-sectional research design compared GeoCultural regions and
subcategories for comparisons of responses to see if there were any differences
of perceptions between the GeoCultural regions and subcategories by the
importance of affective components in today’s global society. This entailed the
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development of a process for placing individuals within a primary region, and
development and administration of a questionnaire to identify affective
components needed in today’s global society from a cross-cultural perspective.
This study used expert panels to perform content validation. The affective
component questionnaire and background information form were developed by
global experts from eight GeoCultural regions on four different panels. The
validation process was conducted by panel members experienced in crosscultural education and instruction, cross-cultural relationships, and foreign
relations. The affective component questionnaire and the background
information form were then administered to a sample of 423 respondents in 12
GeoCultural regions and subcategories qualified by age and English language
proficiency.
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Chapter 4
Results

The purpose of this study was to explore the extent to which individuals in
different GeoCultural regions view and identify affective components perceived to
be importanct in today’s global society. The parts of this chapter include:
the demographic characteristics of the respondents, affective components,
GeoCultural regions and subcategories, Asia and Oceania subcategory
comparisons, observations, and summary.
Demographic Characteristics of Respondents.
This study obtained 456 responses, of which 423 were usable. The 33
responses that were eliminated had either incomplete answers or had
information on their forms that did not allow for placement in one of the
GeoCultural regions or subcategories. All statistics were calculated using
N=423. One of the criteria for this study was that a minimum of 20 respondents
from each of the 12 GeoCultural regions and subcategories was needed. That
was accomplished.
The demographic variables of the respondents were tabulated. Table 8
presents the demographic characteristics of gender, age, and education level of
the respondents.

87

Table 8
Demographic Characteristics of Respondents
Characteristics

n

%

Gender
Male
Female

168
255

39.70
60.30

103
85
82
52
61
31
9

24.30
20.00
19.40
12.30
14.50
7.30
2.10

83
86
73
47
101
33

14.90
16.80
12.05
7.10
20.30
5.44

Age
18-25 years
26-35 years
36-45 years
46-55 years
56-65 years
66-75 years
76-85 years
Education Level
Less Than High School
High School Equivalent
College 2 years
College 4 years
Masters
Doctorate

N=423

Of the usable responses, 60% (n=255) were female, while about 40%
were male. For the category of age, the respondents from 18-25 years were the
largest percentage (n=30) 24.3%. The respondents under 45 years represented
63.8% (n=270). In relation to education level, individuals holding a masters
degree were the largest category (n=101, 20%). Individuals with a college
degree or higher comprised 42.7% of the respondents (n=181).
Table 9 presents the dispersion of responses by the GeoCultural regions
and subcategories. The highest representations were from Europe, which
accounted for about 25.5% (n=108), and North America, which accounted for
about 12.5% (n=53), among the identified GeoCultural regions and
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subcategories. The lowest numbers of respondents were from South/Latin
America (n=23), Sub-Saharan Africa (n=25), Middle East (n=25), and Caribbean
(n=25).
The subcategories of Asia ranged from a high of n=30 for the Indic subcategory to a low of n=24 for Southeast Asia. For the Oceania subcategories,
Austral European had 28 respondents while Insular Oceanic had 31
respondents.

Table 9
Respondents from the GeoCultural Regions and Subcategories
GeoCultural Region/
Subcategory
Asia
Indic
Sino-Japanese
Slavic
Southeast Asia
Caribbean
Europe
Middle East
North America
Oceania
Austral European
Insular Oceanic
South/Latin America
Sub-Saharan Africa
N=423
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n

%

30
26
25
24
25
108
25
53

7.09
6.15
5.91
5.67
5.91
25.50
5.91
12.53

28
31
23
25

6.62
7.33
5.44
5.91

Affective Components
For this paper, the shortened term for each affective component is used in
the tables and narratives rather than the longer description that the respondents
received. The shortened term and the corresponding descriptions from the
affective component questionnaire are itemized below.
Adaptability--ability to handle change or be able to manage differences in
diverse cultures and environments. Connectedness--ability to encourage
understanding across different cultures. Cross-cultural Social Intelligence
(CCSI)--ability to understand the feelings, thoughts, actions, and perspectives of
others from different cultures. Curiosity—being interested in learning more about
people and customs from different cultures. Empathy--ability to understand the
feelings and perceptions of others without having/wanting to adopt them
personally. Non-ethnocentric--willingness to objectively welcome different
cultures and experience them without judgment. Self-assurance--trust and
confidence in yourself and your own ideas and values when getting involved with
other cultures. Self-awareness--Ability to understand your own feelings and
thoughts while involving yourself in different cultures. Tolerance for Ambiguity-ability to accept and practice differences in other cultures even if there is more
than one interpretation.
As part of the survey, respondents were provided the opportunity to
suggest anything missing in the description list. Several components were
suggested as missing; however, only a couple were related to the affective area.
The suggested affective components were mostly related to the respondent’s
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own culture or religion. For example, certain words seemed to have a different
meaning in different cultures. Mindfulness was one affective component
suggested as missing. Compassion was also suggested as missing (e.g., willing
to alleviate the suffering of others by actively doing something). This was a
component which was mentioned during the instrument development phase but,
based on the feedback from the expert panels, the decision was made to not
include it. The importance of language skills and knowledge of world history
were also suggested as missing components, but this study only considered
areas related to affective components and these two areas seemed to relate
more to the skills and knowledge areas.
A summary of the overall mean ratings for the various affective
components in the study is provided in Table 10. The table uses the shortened

Table 10
Overall Mean Ratings of Affective Component Descriptions
Affective Component

M

SD

Adaptability

5.45

0.76

Cross-cultural SociaI Intelligence

5.16

0.91

Connectedness

5.20

0.89

Curiosity

4.01

0.32

Empathy

5.02

0.96

Non-ethnocentric

5.04

0.96

Self-assurance

4.99

0.99

Self-awareness

5.09

0.95

Tolerance for Ambiguity

4.11

0.54

Note. N=423; based on a 6-point scale
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terms rather than the actual descriptions of the affective components for brevity.
All the mean scores were based on a 6-point scale. The highest overall mean
was 5.45 for Adaptability. The next highest means were Connectedness
(M=5.20) and Cross-cultural Social Intelligence (M=5.16). Self-awareness
(M=5.09) was followed by Non-ethnocentric (M=5.04). The Empathy mean was
5.02 while the Self-assurance mean was 4.99. The two lowest mean scores
were Tolerance of Ambiguity (M=4.11) and Curiosity (M=4.01)
Additional analysis assessed the spread of responses on the rating scale
for each affective component. The frequency count and percentage of
responses by the rating scale score are presented in Table 11. Adaptability, with
the highest mean of 5.45, had n = 249 or 58,87% of the respondents selecting 6
as their response. Only n = 12 respondents (2.84%) marked a 3 as a response.
Connectedness had the second highest mean (5.20) and n=195 or 46.10% rated
6 as their response. Cross-cultural Social Intelligence had the third highest mean
of 5.16 and there were 187 respondents or 44.21% that selected 6 as their rating.
Self-awareness had the fourth highest mean of 5.09 and 42.79% (n=181)
selected a 6 as their response, 31.44% selected a 5 in response, 18.20%
selected a 4, and 7.55% selected a 3. Non-ethnocentric had the fifth highest
mean of 5.04, 38.77% selected a 6 as a response while 36.64% selected a 5 as
a response, 14.89% selected 4, and 9.69% selected 3. Empathy had a mean of
5.02 and 38.30% selected 6, 34.51% selected 5, 18.20% selected 4, and 8.98 %
selected 3. Self-assurance had a mean of 4.99, 39.24% selected 6 and 30.26%
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Table 11
Frequency Count by Rating Scale for Each Affective Component
Rating Scale
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Affective
Component
Adaptability
CCSI
Connectedness
Curiosity
Empathy
Non-ethnocentric
Self-assurance
Self-awareness
Tolerance for
Ambiguity

3
n
12
26
22
16
38
41
42
32
13

4
%
2.84
6.15
5.20
3.78
8.98
9.69
9.91
7.55
3.07

n
35
69
66
389
77
63
87
77
377

5
%
8.27
16.31
15.60
91.96
18.20
14.89
20.57
18.20
89.13

n
127
141
140
15
146
155
128
133
5

6
%
30.02
33.33
33.10
3.55
34.51
36.64
30.26
31.44
1.18

n
249
187
195
3
162
164
166
181
28

%
58.87
44.21
46.10
0.71
38.30
38.77
39.24
42.79
6.62

M
5.45
5.16
5.20
4.01
5.02
5.04
4.99
5.09
4.11

Note. N=423; based on a 6-point scale. CCSI= Cross-cultural Social Intelligence. Percentages may not equal 100 due
to rounding.

selected a 5, 20.57 % a 4 and 91% selected 3. Tolerance for Ambiguity had a
mean of 4.11 and 6.62% selected 6, 1.18% selected a 5, 89.13% selected 4, and
3.07% selected a 3. Curiosity (M=4.01) 0.71% selected a 6, and 91.96%
selected a 4.
GeoCultural Regions and Subcategories
The overall mean ratings and standard deviations by GeoCultural region
and subcategories are presented in Table 12. The range of overall mean scores
by GeoCultural region and subcategory was from a high of 5.04 for North
America and Sub-Saharan Africa to a low of 4.59 for Caribbean. The SinoJapanese subcategory mean score was the second highest with M=4.99,

Table 12
Overall Mean Ratings of Importance of Affective Component Descriptions by
GeoCultural Region and Subcategory
GeoCultural Region/
Subcategory
Asia
Indic
Sino-Japanese
Slavic
Southeast Asia
Caribbean
Europe
Middle East
North America
Oceania
Austral European
Insular Oceanic
South/Latin America
Sub-Saharan Africa
Note. N=423; based on a 6-point scale
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Mean

SD

4.78
4.99
4.73
4.93
4.59
4.92
4.80
5.04

0.82
0.37
0.54
0.46
0.53
0.49
0.90
0.42

4.93
4.93
4.88
5.04

0.51
0.51
0.45
0.45

followed by Southeast Asia with M=4.93, Austral European with a mean score of
M=4.93 and Insular Oceanic with M=4.93, while the Europe GeoCultural region
mean was 4.92. South/Latin America mean was 4.88, the Middle East was
M=4.80 followed by the Indic subcategory with a mean rating of M=4.78. The
Slavic subcategory had a mean rating of 4.73 followed by Caribbean at the
bottom with a mean rating of 4.59.
Affective Component and GeoCultural Region/Subcategory
The mean ratings and standard deviations for the affective components by
GeoCultural region and subcategory are presented in Table 13. This table
includes the mean ratings for each affective component by GeoCultural region
and subcategory as well as standard deviations. All of the scores were relatively
high. Adaptability had the highest overall mean score as well as the highest
means for each GeoCultural region and subcategory. Adaptability mean scores
ranged from a low score of 5.21 for the Indic subcategory to a high score of 5.73
for the Sino-Japanese subcategory with an overall mean of 5.45.
Connectedness mean scores ranged from a low of 4.92 for the Slavic
subcategory to a high of 5.34 for North America, with an overall mean of 5.20.
Cross-cultural Social Intelligence mean scores ranged from a low of 4.88 for the
Sino-Japanese subcategory to a high of 5.42 for North America with an overall
mean of 5.16. Curiosity mean scores ranged from a low mean score of 3.77 for
North America to a high mean score of 4.13 for the Insular Oceanic subcategory
with an overall mean of 4.01. Curiosity had the lowest mean (M=3.77) for all of
the GeoCultural regions and subcategories and it had the lowest overall mean
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score (M=4.01). Empathy had a mean score range from a low of 4.40 for
Caribbean to a high score of 5.23 for the Sino-Japanese subcategory, with an
overall mean of 5.02. Non-ethnocentric ranged from a low mean score of 4.76
for the Caribbean to a high mean score of 5.46 for the Sino-Japanese
subcategory, with an overall mean of 5.04. Self-assurance mean scores ranged
from a low of 4.20 for the Caribbean to a high score of 5.32 for North America,
with an overall mean score of 4.99. Self-awareness mean scores ranged from a
low of 4.16 for Caribbean to a high of 5.44 for Sub-Saharan Africa with an overall
mean of 5.09. Tolerance for Ambiguity had a range of mean scores from a low of
3.94 for North America to a high of 4.46 for the Austral European subcategory,
with an overall mean of 4.11.
The previous information reviewed the mean cell scores from the affective
component perspective. The following discussion reviews cell scores from the
GeoCultural region and subcategory perspective. The Indic subcategory mean
scores ranged from a low mean of 4.00 for Curiosity to a high mean of 5.21 for
Adaptability with an overall mean of 4.78. The Sino-Japanese subcategory mean
scores ranged from a low of 4.0 for Curiosity and Tolerance for Ambiguity to a
high mean of 5.73 for Adaptability with an overall mean of 4.99. The Slavic
subcategory mean scores ranged from a low 4.0 for Curiosity to a high of 5.24 for
Adaptability. The overall mean was 4.73. Southeast Asia mean scores ranged
from a low 4.0 for Curiosity to a high mean of 5.54 for Adaptability with an overall
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Table 13
Mean Ratings and Standard Deviations of Importance for Each Affective Component by Each GeoCultural
Region/Subcategory
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GCR*
Sub-c.
AE*1
n=28
IO*2
n=31
Ind*3
n=30
S-J*4
n=26
Slav*5
n=25
SE*6
n=24
Car*7
n=25
E*8
n=108
ME*9
n=25
NA*10
n=53
SLA*11
n=23

Adapt#1
M
SD
5.50 0.69

CCSI#2
M
SD
5.29 0.90

Conn#3
M
SD
5.07 0.90

Curios#4
M
SD
4.07 0.38

Emp#5
M
SD
5.14 0.85

Non-e#6
M SD
4.86 1.18

Self-as#7
M
SD
4.96 1.00

Self-aw#8
M
SD
5.04 1.10

Tol#9
M
SD
4.46
0.92

Overall
M SD
4.93 0.51

5.48

0.77

5.19

0.98

5.19

0.98

4.13

0.34

5.16

0.82

5.03

0.98

4.84

1.04

5.16

1.00

4.25

0.63

4.93 0.51

5.21

1.01

4.91

1.07

5.13

1.11

4.00

0.00

4.70

1.24

4.80

1.19

4.90

1.06

5.10

1.06

4.13

0.51

4.78 0.70

5.73

0.53

4.88

0.91

5.31

0.79

4.00

0.00

5.23

0.91

5.46

0.58

4.88

1.11

5.38

0.64

4.00

0.49

4.99 0.35

5.24

0.93

5.00

0.87

4.92

1.00

4.00

0.00

4.76

0.97

5.08

0.91

4.76

0.97

4.76

0.93

4.04

0.45

4.73 0.52

5.54

0.66

5.33

0.82

5.25

0.85

4.00

0.00

4.96

0.95

5.04

0.91

4.92

0.93

5.21

0.83

4.08

0.41

4.93 0.46

5.60

0.71

5.06

0.84

5.04

0.98

4.00

0.00

4.40

1.19

4.76

1.05

4.20

1.04

4.16

0.90

4.08

0.49

4.59 0.53

5.33

0.76

5.05

0.88

5.25

0.79

4.08

0.34

5.07

0.87

5.00

0.90

5.13

0.89

5.16

0.87

4.15

0.56

4.92 0.47

5.24

1.09

5.20

1.04

5.08

1.04

4.00

0.00

4.84

1.07

4.84

1.07

4.96

0.98

4.88

1.09

4.20

0.71

4.80 0.74

5.62

0.53

5.42

0.86

5.34

0.83

3.77

0.42

5.21

0.93

5.28

0.84

5.32

0.98

5.43

0.80

3.94

0.23

5.04 0.41

5.39

0.66

5.22

0.95

5.22

0.74

3.96

0.56

5.22

0.80

5.30

0.93

4.91

1.16

4.78

1.04

3.96

0.21

4.88 0.43

Table 13 (continued)
Mean Ratings and Standard Deviations of Importance for Each Affective Component by Each GeoCultural
Region/Subcategory
GCR*
Sub-c.

Adapt#1
M
SD

CCSI#2
M
SD

Conn#3
M
SD

Curio#4
M
SD

Emp#5
M
SD

Non-e#6
M
SD

Self-as#7
M
SD

Self-aw#8
M
SD

Tol#9
M
SD

Overall
M SD

SSA*12
n=25

5.64

0.57

5.36

0.81

5.32

0.90

4.12

0.33

5.20

0.91

5.00

1.00

5.28

0.79

5.44

0.77

4.04

0.45

5.04 0.45

Overall

5.45

0.76

5.16

0.91

5.20

0.89

4.01

0.32

5.02

0.96

5.04

0.96

4.99

1.00

5.09

0.95

4.11

0.54

4.88 0.81

Note. N=423; based on a 6-point scale
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* GCR = GeoCultural Regions; Sub-c. = Subcategory, AE*1 = Austral European; IO*2 = Insular Oceanic; Ind*3 = Indic;
S-J*4 = Sino-Japanese; Slav*5 = Slavic; SE*6 = Southeast Asia; Car*7 = Caribbean; E*8 = Europe; ME*9 = MiddleEast; NA*10 = North-America; SLA*11 = South/Latin America; SSA*12 = Sub-Saharan Africa.
#Affective Component: Adapt#1=Adaptability; CCSI#2=Cross-cultural Social Intelligence; Conn#3=Connectedness;
Curio#4=Curiosity; Emp#5-Empathy; Non-e#6=Non-ethnocentric; Self-as #7-Self-assurance; Self-aw#8=Selfawareness; Tol#9=Tolerance for Ambiguity.

mean of 4.93. Caribbean mean scores ranged from a low mean of 4.0 for
Curiosity to a high mean score of 5.60 for Adaptability with an overall mean of
4.59, which was the lowest overall mean of all affective components. Only two
overall mean scores were above 5.0, but no overall means were below 4.0.
Europe mean scores ranged from a low of 4.00 for Tolerance of Ambiguity to a
high of 5.31 for Adaptability, with an overall mean of 4.89. Middle East mean
scores ranged from a low of 3.92 for Tolerance of Ambiguity to a high mean
scores of 5.12 tied between Adaptability and Cross-cultural Social Intelligence
with an overall mean of 4.70. North America mean scores ranged from a low of
3.77 for Curiosity to a high mean score of 5.62 for Adaptability with an overall
mean of 5.04. Most of the means for the affective components for North
America were above 5.0; however, Curiosity and Tolerance for Ambiguity were
below 4.0. Sub-Saharan Africa mean scores ranged from a low of 3.96 for
Tolerance of Ambiguity to a high score of 5.64 for Adaptability with an overall
mean of 5.04, which was the same mean as North America. Most of the mean
scores were close to 5.0 while Tolerance for Ambiguity had a mean score of
4.04. The Austral European mean scores ranged from a low score of 4.07 for
Curiosity to a high of 5.50 for Adaptability with an overall mean of 4.93. Insular
Oceanic mean scores ranged from a low mean of 4.13 for Curiosity to a high
mean score of 5.48 for Adaptability, with an overall mean of 4.93. South/Latin
America mean scores ranged from a low 3.96 for Curoisity and Tolerance of
Ambiguity to a high score of 5.39 for adaptability, with an overall mean of 4.88.
The two lowest scores were the same affective components (Curiosity and
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Tolerance for Ambiguity) with low ratings for North America and South/Latin
America.
Repeated measures ANOVA. Repeated measures ANOVAs were
conducted with the multivariate test in the statistical software package SAS®.
One of the core underlying assumptions in the univariate repeated measures
ANOVA procedure is that of sphericity. Sphericity, a special case of circularity
assumptions, checks whether the variance/covariance matrix of the observed
data follows a particular pattern. This pattern is usually identified as one with
equal variances in the diagonal, and equal covariance in the off-diagonal
elements. Nonetheless, if sphericity is observed, the repeated measures
ANOVA procedure provides a powerful test for multiple measures for the same
individual.
In order to test sphericity, Mauchly’s Test (Mauchly, 1940) was used to
validate a repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA). The test was
significant, W=.65, p < .001, suggesting that the observed matrix did not have
approximately equal variances and equal covariances. This suggested that
using an uncorrected repeated measures ANOVA F test would result in a likely
inflation of Type I Errors, rejecting the null hypothesis while it was true more
often than generally accepted.
Correction strategies, most notably the Greenhouse-Geisser and HuynhFeldt epsilon corrections, were considered. These do not affect the computed F
statistic, but instead raise the critical F value needed to reject the null
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hypothesis. For the data, these corresponding corrective coefficients were:
Greenhouse-Geisser ε = .72 and Huynh-Feldt ε = .73.
The repeated measures ANOVA results gave both significant main
effects and an interaction effect of GeoCultural region/subcategory and affective
component. Errors in inference, including confidence intervals that fail to
include their corresponding population parameters or hypotheses that incorrectly
reject the null hypotheses are more likely to occur when one considers the set
as a whole. The repeated measures ANOVA summary table for GeoCultural
region and subcategory and affective component is provided in Table 14. In
order to identify the association between affective component (within-subjects
factor) and GeoCultural region (between-subjects factor) and the main variable
of importance rating for each affective component, an analysis was conducted
using repeated measures ANOVA for main effects of both affective components
and GeoCultural region subcategory and their interaction.

Table 14
Repeated Measures ANOVA Summary Table
Source

df

SS

MS

F

p

GeoCultural Region

11

62.45

5.68

2.15

0.02

411

1082.92

2.63

8

740.30

92.53

176.62

88

93.96

1.07

2.04

3288

1722.60

0.52

Error
Affective Component
GCRxAC
Error

0.0001
0.0001

Note. N=423, GCR=GeoCultural region and subcategory; AC=Affective
Component. G-G=Greenhouse-Geisser.
Significance level =.05
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G-G

0.0001
0.0001

The result for the GeoCultural region main effect was significant, F (11,
411)=2.15, p < .001. Similarly, the affective component main effect was
significant, F (8, 3288)=176.62, p < .001. GeoCultural region and subcategory
and affective component interaction was also found to be significant, F (88,
3288)=2.04, p < .001.
The effect size of these observed significant differences was measured.
Several standardized measures of effect gauge the strength of the association
between a predictor (or set of predictors) and the dependent variable. The
effect size estimates facilitate the comparison of findings in this study.
Following the results, it was determined that the effect size, η2 (etasquared), for the main effect for GeoCultural regions was 0.57. This was a large
effect size. The eta-squared describes the ratio of variance explained in the
dependent variable by GeoCultural region while controlling for other factors in
the model. However, it is a biased estimate of the variance explained by the
model in the population. It estimates only the effect size in the sample. The
type II error associated with the study was estimated to be about 0.29. As such,
the power for the GeoCultural regions and subcategories was about 0.71. This
is considered a medium power.
GeoCultural region and subcategory follow-up tests. It was
necessary to carry out multiple pairwise comparisons on cell means using the
Dunn’s test, because the interaction effect was significant. This technique
allows significance levels for single and multiple comparisons to be directly
compared. It generally requires a stronger level of evidence to be observed in
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order for an individual comparison to be significant to compensate for the
number of inferences being made.
Before the Dunn’s tests were conducted, the correct critical t value was
determined to be 3.93712, and the minimum significant difference in means was
0.678. Dunn’s tests conducted for the significant GeoCultural region main effect
on the importance ratings of each affective component revealed significant
pairwise differences in some GeoCultural regions and subcategories. Only the
significant pairwise comparisons are presented in Table 15. All other pairwise
comparisons were not significant. The results identified significant differences
on three of the nine affective components: empathy, self-assurance, and selfawareness. Some of the observations evident in the Dunn’s test results
revealed that overall, Caribbean as a GeoCultural region, scored significantly
lower on empathy, self-assurance, and self-awareness. On Empathy, SinoJapanese (M=5.23), Europe (M=5.07), and North America (M=5.21) had
significantly higher mean importance ratings than the Caribbean GeoCultural
region (M=4.40). On the Self-assurance affective component, Europe (M=5.13),
North America (M=5.32) and Sub-Saharan Africa (M=5.28) had significantly
higher importance ratings, while the Caribbean GeoCultural region (M=4.20) had
a significantly lower rating. Self-awareness had the largest number of significant
pairwise mean differences. The results indicated that Austral European
(M=5.04), Insular Oceanic (M=5.16), Indic (M=5.10), Sino-Japanese (M=5.38),
Southeast Asia (M=5.21), Europe (M=5.16), North America (M=5.43), and SubSaharan Africa (M=5.44) had significantly higher mean ratings of importance
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Table 15
Dunn’s Multiple Pairwise Comparison Results for Significant Mean Differences
of Importance Ratings by GeoCultural Region and Subcategory and Affective
Component
Affective
Component
Empathy

GCR/Subcategory
pair
SJ- CAR
E-CAR
NA-CAR

Mean Difference
0.83
0.69
0.85

t Value
4.11
4.31
4.86

Self-Assurance

E-CAR
NA-CAR
SSA-CAR

0.95
1.16
1.28

5.94
6.63
6.28

Self-Awareness

AE-CAR
IO-CAR
IND-CAR
SJ-CAR
SE-CAR
E-CAR
NA-CAR
SSA-CAR

0.89
1.00
0.94
1.22
1.05
1.00
1.27
1.28

4.43
5.16
4.81
6.04
5.09
6.25
7.26
6.28

Note. critical value = 3.93712, GCR= GeoCultural region, AE= Austral
European, CAR= Caribbean, E=Europe, IO= Insular Oceanic, NA= North
America, SSA= Sub-Saharan Africa, SLA= South/Latin America, SJ- SinoJapanese.
Significance level = .05

than the Caribbean GeoCultural region (M=4.16). Caribbean had significant
differences with 8 out of the other 11 GeoCultural regions and subcategories.
The other three GeoCultural regions and subcategories (Middle East, Slavic,
and South/Latin America) had no significant differences in any of them.
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Asia and Oceania Subcategory Comparisons
To determine if there was a statistical difference between the four
subcategories of Asia and the two subcategories of Oceania, further tests were
conducted. A repeated measures ANOVA test was used to compare the four
subcategories of the Asia GeoCultural regions (Indic, Sino-Japanese, Slavic,
Southeast Asia). Repeated measures ANOVA was used to compare the two
subcategories of Oceania (Austral European and Insular Oceanic).
In order to investigate the differences between affective component
(within-subjects factor) and Asia subcategories (between-subjects factor) and
the main variable of importance rating for each affective component, an analysis
was conducted using a repeated measures ANOVA for main effects for affective
components and Asia subcategories and their interaction. See Table 16 for the
repeated measures ANOVA summary table for the affective components for the
Asian subcategories.
The results for the Asia subcategory main effect was not significant, F
(3,101)=1.40, p > .05; however, the affective component main effect was
significant, F (8, 808)=50.82, p =. 0001. The interaction between the two main
effects was not significant F (24, 808)=1.34, p >.05. Because the purpose of
this test was to investigate differences in GeoCultural subcategories, it was not
crucial to this test that there were significant differences found within the
affective components. The results of the repeated measures ANOVA test
revealed that there were no significant differences in the Asia subcategories.
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Table 16
Repeated Measures ANOVA Summary Table for Affective Component by Asia
Subcategory
Source

df

Asia subc.

3

Error
Affective Component
Asia subc.x AC
Error

SS

MS

F

p

G-G

13.11

4.37

1.40

0.2481

101

316.02

3.13

8

214.79

26.85

50.82

0.0001

0.0001

24

16.95

0.71

1.34

0.1300

0.1591

808

426.92

0.53

Note. n=105, Asia subc. = Indic, Sino-Japanese, Slavic, Southeast Asia. AC =
Affective Component. G-G= Greenhouse-Geisser.
Significance level=.05

Table 17 presents the repeated measures ANOVA summary table for
affective components by the Oceania subcategories of Austral European and
Insular Oceanic. It investigated the differences between the affective
component (within-subjects factor) and Oceania subcategories (betweensubjects factor) and the main variable of importance rating for each affective
component. An analysis was conducted using a repeated measures ANOVA for
main effects of affective component and Oceania subcategories and their
interaction. The results for the Oceanic subcategories main effect was not
significant, F (1, 57)=0.20, p >.05. Affective component results were significant
F=(8,456) =25.01, p=0.0001. The interaction between affective component and
subcategory was not significant, F (8,456)=0.53, p > .05. This test focused on
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Table 17
Repeated Measures ANOVA Summary Table for Affective Component by
Oceania Subcategory
SS

MS

F

p

1

0.46

0.46

0.20

0.6508

57

133.33

2.34

Affective Component

8

131.87

16.48

Oceania subc. x AC

8

2.78

0.348

456

300.54

0.66

Source
Oceania subc.
Error

Error

df

G-G

25.01

0.0001 0.0001

0.53

0.8352 0.7402

Note. n=59, = .05 Oceania subcategories. Austral European, Insular Oceanic ;
AC = Affective Component. G-G=Greenhouse-Geisser.
Significance level

differences in the subcategories; therefore, this finding supports the idea that
Oceania appears to be one GeoCultural region rather than two separate
subcategories in relation to research on affective components.
Observations
There were a number of observations noted during the study. Initially, it
was difficult to effectively administer the questionnaire to the Initial Panel
members during the development of the affective component questionnaire and
the background information form. The process of the administration of the
survey and the collection of the responses were simplified when the web-based
survey solution SurveyMonkey was introduced to the researcher. Later, that
made the electronic data collection from the 423 respondents easy both to
collect and to analyze. The researcher downloded all the responses from the
site, specifically designed for this survey. The results were then collected and
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imported back into the software program which automatically placed them into a
spreadsheet. The researcher had the ability to manually analyze any data
needed. The responses collected could be downloaded at any time, without
disrupting the survey.
Another concern was the level of interest from all panel members during
the development of the affective component questionnaire and background
information form. Some panel members were extremely willing to involve
themselves and identify with suggestions and solutions, while others were
minimally willing to assist when problems arose. Because of the uneven quality
of participation from the panel members, the researcher contacted a colleague
and asked her to share her experience during the process development with
panel members. This colleague became critical to the study as she shared her
experience of adding a final panel at the end of the instrument development to
check on verbiage and further refinement of the instruments. The members on
the final panel consisted of the most supportive, as well as the most culturally
experienced, members from the previous panels.
In the beginning of the study, there was a concern about how to
electronically collect the data from the minimum required sample of 240, and, at
the same time, be consistent with the ethical principles with the Institutional
Review Board (IRB) at University of South Florida. The simplification of the data
collection by using 24 intermediaries who were willing to use their networks
made it easy to contact and administer the survey to individuals in all of the 12
GeoCultural regions and subcategories with the survey link and still keep with
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the IRB requirements regarding confidentiality. A study of this magnitude,
collectinging data electronically from all parts of the world would have been
difficult to conduct without intermediaries if an informed consent had been
required.
During the development process of identifying the crucial affective
components, Tolerance for Ambiguity was probably the single component that
created the most confusion and disagreement. There were terminology
problems throughout the evolution of the description because individuals from
other cultures did not understand some of the words, which necessitated several
variations in verbiage across each panel round. However, in spite of these
concerns, the concept of Tolerance for Ambiguity continued to be viewed as an
important affective component. Previous researchers such as Frenkel-Brunswik
(1948), Budner (1962), Norton (1975), and Wilkinson (2006) have all
championed Tolerance for Ambiguity as a crucial part of social intelligence and
affective competence.
Summary
This chapter presented the results of the data analysis for the
development and content validation of the instruments: (a) the affective
component questionnaire and (b) the background information form and the use
of these instruments in this cross-cultural investigation.
Research question 1 was answered by the results indicating that the
affective components had a high importance ratings across most of the
GeoCultural regions and subcategories. Adaptability was high across all the
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GeoCultural regions and subcategories. Curiosity was lowest across all the
GeoCultural regions and subcategories.
There was a significant interaction effect between GeoCultural
region/subcategory and affective component on the repeated measures
ANOVA; therefore, Dunn’s pairwise comparison tests were used to assess
differences between the affective components and the GeoCultural
regions/subcategories. Correction strategies, such as Greenhouse-Geisser and
Huynh Feldt epsilon tests, were used. This answered research question 2.
To determine if there were significant differences between the four
subcategories of Asia (Indic, Sino-Japanese, Slavic, Southeast Asia) and the
two subcategories of Oceania (Austral European and Insular Oceanic), repeated
measures ANOVAs were used to test for differences between the subcategories
of Asia and the subcategories of Oceania. There were no significant differences
between the subcategories.
The affective components seemed to have a generally high overall
importance rating in all GeoCultural regions and subcategories. As presented in
the analyses tables, there were significant differences among the GeoCultural
regions and subcategories. The Caribbean GeoCultural region had significantly
lower mean ratings on three affective components (Empathy, Self-assurance,
Self-awareness) compared to a number of other GeoCultural regions and
subcategories.
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Chapter 5
Summary, Conclusions, Implications, and Recommendations

The purpose of this study was to explore the extent to which individuals in
different GeoCultural regions view and identify affective components perceived
to be important in today’s global society. This chapter presents a summary of
the study, conclusions, implications, and recommendations for further research
suggested by this study.
Summary
Global competencies, with differences in terminology by various
researchers, had been frequently investigated primarily from an Americanbiased perspective. Little or no defining research existed that identified requisite
universally agreed upon global competencies or identified what affective
components were perceived to be important cross culturally.
This research study answered the questions:
1.

What affective components are perceived to be important from a
cross-cultural perspective?

2.

Are there differences in these perceptions of the affective
components from a cross-cultural perspective?
The purpose of the study was to explore the extent to which individuals in

different GeoCultural regions view and identify affective components perceived
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to be important in today’s global society. Affective components relate to
emotions, values, and beliefs.
The research entailed the development of two instruments for (a) placing
individuals within a primary region--the background information form and (b)
identifying and rating affective components needed in today’s global society
from a cross-cultural perspective--the affective component questionnaire.
The study used expert panels to perform content validation. The
instruments were developed by global experts from eight GeoCultural regions
using four different panels. As a result of the panel process, nine affective
components were identified.
Both instruments were administered to a sample of individuals in all of the
GeoCultural regions and subcategories. Of the responses, 423 were usable.
Repeated measures ANOVAs and Dunn’s pairwise comparisons were
used to assess differences between the affective components and the
GeoCultural regions/subcategories. Correction strategies, such as GreenhouseGeisser and Huynh Feldt epsilon tests, were used.
The results indicated that affective components had high importance
ratings across all GeoCultural regions and subcategories, although, there was a
range of differences in the importance ratings both for the affective components
and GeoCultural regions/subcategories.
To determine whether significant differences existed, a repeated
measures ANOVA was conducted. This test identified differences in both main
effects and interaction between affective component and GeoCultural
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region/subcategory. Because the interaction effect was significant, follow-up
testing identified significant pairwise differences in the importance ratings of
three affective components (empathy, self-assurance, self- awareness). The
Caribbean respondents did not appear to value these three affective
components as highly as other GeoCultural regions and subcategories.
Additional analyses investigated possible differences between and within
the Asia subcategories and Oceania subcategories. The repeated measures
ANOVA for the Asia subcategories had no significant differences for any of the
subcategories. In addition, there was no significant interaction. This supported
the notion that it may not be necessary to divide Asia into separate
subcategories for affective component research. The repeated measures
ANOVA for Oceania subcategories was not significant between the two
subcategories, which may suggest it is unnecessary to keep the subcategories
separate.
Conclusions
The conclusions for the study are discussed below. This study first
identified the affective components from a cross-cultural perspective. This was
affirmed through the instruments used to determine the importance ratings of
these affective components cross-culturally.
•

All of the nine identified affective components were perceived to
be important in all GeoCultural regions and subcategories,
implying that they have some universal applicability.
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•

There were differences found in several of the affective
components indicating that there were some differences between
GeoCultural regions and subcategories.

•

Adaptability was viewed as the most important cross-cultural
affective component, while Curiosity was perceived to be the least
important affective component cross-culturally.

•

The Caribbean respondents perceived several of the affective
components to be of lower importance than the other GeoCultural
regions and subcategories did. In this sample (n=25), it was noted
that the respondents had significantly lower mean ratings for three
affective components: empathy, self-assurance, and selfawareness. In reviewing the data, it is only possible to speculate
about an interpretation for these differences. The data indicated
that this group of respondents had a demographic profile that
differed somewhat from the profile of the respondents in the other
GeoCultural regions and subcategories. A majority of the
respndents from the Caribbean region were male in their late 40’s
to late 50’s who were businessmen. One speculation was that this
group of individuals had a pragmatic orientation for how people
function in their world. The affective components of empathy, selfassurance, and self-awareness are rather introspective and there
is a possibility that the Caribbean respondents think different about
aspects of their world. Whether this demographics of the 40-50
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year old Caribbean males would be different if one reviewed other
variables is unknown. It was previously mentioned that
perceptions of the affective components could have gender
differences. This study did not test for that. Caribbean
respondents in this study had a European colonization
background, and whether that had any influence is unknown.
Another speculation about the reasons behind the lower means
could be that the Caribbean region has a unique setting with
boundaries determined by water but the opinions of this group of
people might not be bounded just by the water because of origin
colonization, and/or personal background. Another possibility
could be that it was just through chance that these respondents
happened to value some of the affective components less. This
would require further investigation to determine the reasons
behind the differences.
•

Asia subcategory responses were similar, which supports the
notion that Asia can be considered a single region for purposes of
affective component research.

•

Oceania subcategory responses were similar, which also supports
the notion that Oceania can be considered a single region for

purposes of affective component research.
Affective competence is a complex construct that appears to involve
more than one component. This study identified at least nine different affective
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components needed in order to be a culturally competent individual in today’s
global society.
The research findings seem to agree with the literature in the field.
Adaptability was supported by Deardorff (2004, 2006), Hunter (2004), Reimers
(2008), and UNESCO (1998). Connectedness was supported by Deardorff
(2004). CCSI was supported by Deardorff (2004), Gardner (1983), Goleman
(2007), Hunter (2004), Mayer and Salovey (1997) Olson and Kroeger (2001)
Pink (2006), Steves (2006), and UNESCO (1998). Curiosity was supported by
Deardorff (2004), Hunter (2004), and Steves (2006). Empathy was supported
by Ascalon et al. (2006). Deardorff (2004), OECD (2003), and Oxfam (2006).
Non-ethnocentric was supported by Ascalon et al. (2002), Deardorff (2004),
Hunter (2004), Steves (2006), and UNESCO (1998). Self-assurance was
supported by AIICE and the Stanley Foundation(1997), Begley and Boyd
(1987), Deardorff (2004), Gardner (1983), Goleman (2007), and Oxfam (2006),
Self-awareness was supported by Deardorff (2004), Gardner (1983), and
Goleman (1998). Tolerance for Ambiguity was supported by Begley and Boyd
(1987), Budner (1962), Deardorff (2004), Frenkel-Brunswik (1948), and
Wilkinson (2006).
The importance of affective components is consistent with the literature
review which indicated that affective components relating to emotions, values,
and beliefs are becoming an important part of competence in today’s global
society (Gardner, 1983; Goleman, 1995,1998; Mayer & Salovey, 1997; Pink,
2006, and Reimers, 2008).
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Implications
The implications drawn from the findings of this study include suggestions
for educators, researchers, government agencies, policy makers, and
corporations;
Educators may focus on developing a curriculum that helps students with
different cultural backgrounds to foster and develop similar values and priorities
for specific affective processes. Their preferences for these specific affective
processes might impact their ability to maximize their human potential in respect
to academic and/or career challenges. The importance of affective competence
is still evolving and has increased over time, so it behooves educators to re-visit
institutional definitions and the importance of it on a regular basis to keep
definitions current and relevant.
Researchers conducting cross-cultural studies within the affective area
might gain a better insight into how most cultures in the world share similar
values related to the need for affective components in today’s global society.
This study might provide them with more insight to the identified affective
components perceived to be important from a cross-cultural perspective.
Government agencies concerned with international policies when
focusing and developing their own policies with the intent to foster greater levels
of cooperation between nations may develop the policies with an expressed
purpose to appeal to specific cultural differences as they relate to affective
processes and to the leadership that they address in the specific culture. The
preference for specific affective processes may influence their ability to define
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and guide their efforts at global relationship development.
Given the finding that a general state of agreed upon universal affective
components and values exist cross-culturally in respect to how humans should
conduct relationship building within the affective component area, one might
then wonder why global conflicts in the last decade have taken over three and a
half million lives around the world. It is the hope that this research study as well
as further research in this area, could be of help in establishing educational,
research, government policy-making or corporations’ guidelines.
For an educator, this research may raise questions such as how
education of could shape such hatred and what individuals enabled these
perpetrators during their educational years and which views were shared in
school in their respective countries? Another question could be, in which ways
were those views shaped by teachings of history and geography that supported
intolerant views towards other individuals? An implication could be to create a
global agenda for how to prepare future citizens to understand (a) what was
behind these conflicts, (b) what the consequences were, and (c) how could
world peace or global stability be the result from the conflicts by understanding
each other better?
Identifying deficits in the skills and attitudes of people to understand
those with different views are neccesary to live harmoniously in today’s global
society. As earlier mentioned by Bennett (2004), Deardorff (2004), Hunter
(2004), and others, a positive attitude towards cultural differences and
framework of global values and understanding is important to understand
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differences. According to Deardorff (2004), a sense of identity is required as
well as empathy and self-esteem towards others’ with different identities and
cultural backgrounds. An interest in and understanding of different cultures and
the ability to accept cultural differences for constructive, respectful, and peaceful
living among individuals seem to be needed.
Huntington (1993) belives that if schools do not effectively develop
tolerance, cosmopolitanism, deep knowledge of global affairs, and a
commitment to peace, it is very likely that civilizational clashes will increase.
According to Huntington, the first dimension includes attitudes, values, and skills
that reflect an openness, interest, and positive perception of the variations of
human cultural differences.
Corporations may focus on (a) developing work assignments and career
paths that help their employees foster and develop similar values and priorities
across cultures for specific affective processes; (b) individual preferences for
affective processes that impact the ability to maximize the human potential in
respect to academic and/or job challenges; and, (c) the extent to which
employers should attempt to modify the work setting to address cultural
differences.
The implications from this study might include curricula development,
policy development, and new research about the need for affective components
as important competencies in today’s global society. It could inform world
leaders in different cultures about the importance of cross-cultural dialogue,
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understanding, and acceptance of different views about common challenges for
humanity.
Global strategies might address the development of affective components
as an important competence in a variety of ways (i.e., course work, study
abroad, on-campus interaction with students from different cultural backgrounds,
etc.) as well as the actual process for acquiring affective competence.
Recommendations for Further Research
There are several recommendations for further research, which are
based on the findings from this research.
This study could be followed up by a study of the same group of 423
respondents and have them respond to the results and the conclusions of this
study. It would strengthen both the validity and reliability of this study and add
to future research.
A longitudinal study would complement this study’s design by
investigating changes over time and providing information about individual
changes in the development of affective components in today’s global society.
Additional research based on the age of the individuals could be
undertaken. As globalization continues and new challenges arise, each
individual will need a wide range of key competencies to adapt flexibly to a
rapidly changing and highly interconnected world where the age of participants
might prove to be more relevant than in the past becasuse of the rapid rate of
technological change and innovation. The rapidity of technological changes
tend to amplify the differences that occur in individual lives as a result of this
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accelerated rate of change. For example, the difference between individuals
between 20-30 years old may have a greater impact than individuals between
70-80 years of age who may not embrace these changes readily. The world
may not look the same for younger individuals than for those who are older,
because youth may tend to embrace change more quickly.
Gender may have an effect on the ratings of affective components.
Therfore, an exploration of the differences in gender is highly recommended.
Research studies based on socioeconomic status is also recommended.
People who are struggling to make ends meet, in any country, may not have the
opportunity to fully explore other cultures. When people are struggling for food,
shelter, or education, there may be differences in their perceptions of the
importance of affective competence.
This research made no attempt to compare responses based on
educatiuon level. Additional research on educational level may reveal whether
there are cross-cultural differences based on education.
It is also recommended that future research examine if there are
differences in the perceptions of affective components in education,
government, and/or corporations.
Another area on which to focus the study of affective components would
be to have a more equal distribution of respondents from the GeoCultural
regions and subcategories in the sampling. The sample size could be increased
for some GeoCultural regions. The researcher in this study had a European and
North American background, and these GeoCultural regions had the largest
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number of respondents in this study. Additional respondents from the other
regions might provide a different perception.
Global competencies such as skills, knowledge, and/or behavior have
been researched previously primarily from an American perspective. However,
this study only focused on cross-cultural affective components. Additional
studies, could be conducted on skills, knowledge, or behaviors from the crosscultural perspective.
This cross-cultural study was conducted electronically which made it
easier to reach the targeted individuals. A follow-up study might provide a
deeper understanding of the respondents’ view on affective components through
personal in-depth interviews. It is, therefore, suggested that a comparative
study be conducted where personal interviews might be possible to determine if
the results would be similar or different.
Research conducted in the language of the respondents might reveal
whether there are differences between those who speak English and those who
do not.
Further investigation into why three affective components appeared to
have significantly lower importance ratings in the Caribbean GeoCultural Region
compared to several other GeoCultural regions and subcategories might identify
reasons for these differences that this study did not provide.
Finally, further investigation related to the subcategories of Asia and
Oceania might identify whether the subcategories are each unique in other
areas of global competence and should be treated as separate regions, since
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this study only focused on affective components as supposed to investigating
differences in skills, knowledge, and behaviors from a cross-cultural perspective.

123

References

Adler, P. S. (1977). Beyond cultural identity: Reflections upon cultural and
multicultural man. Honolulu, HI: University Press.
Agnew, J. (2005). Introduction to the English edition. In J. Bonnemaison, Culture
and space: Conceiving a new cultural geography (pp. xi – xxi). New York,
NY: I. B. Taurus.
Albrecht, K. (2006). Social intelligence: The new science of success. San
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.
American Council on International Intercultural Education (ACIIE), & Stanley
Foundation. (1996). Educating for the global community: A framework for
community colleges. Report of a conference sponsored by the American
Council on International Intercultural Education and the Stanley
Foundation. Warrenton, VA: Authors. Retrieved from
www.eric.ed.gov/PDFS/ED407958.pdf.
A nation-by-nation look at Arab spring’s progress. (2012). Retrieved from
http://dailycaller.com/2012/05/21/a-nation-by-nation-look-at-arab-springsprogress/
Ascalon, M. E., Schleicher, D. J., & Born, M. P. (2006). Cross-cultural social
intelligence: An assessment for employees working in cross-national
contexts. Purdue CIBER Working Papers. Paper 42. West Lafayette, IN:
Purdue University ePubs. Retrieved from
http://docs.lib.purdue.edu/ciberwp/42
Aston, B. (2002). How fundamental change is globalisation and what does it
mean for the way we think about international relations? Retrieved from
http://benaston.com/truffles-nuggets/
Baldwin, J. R., Faulkner, S. L., Hecht, M. L., & Lindsley, S. L. (2006). Redefining
culture: Perspectives across the disciplines. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum.
Banks, J. A., & Banks, C. A. M. (1997). Multicultural education: Issues and
perspectives. Boston, MA: Allyn & Bacon.

124

Bantock, G. H. (1968). Culture, industrialization, and education. New York, NY:
Routledge.
Begley, T. M., & Boyd, D. P. (1987). Psychological characteristics associated
with performance in entrepreneurial firms and smaller businesses.
Journal of Business Venturing, 2, 79-83.
Bennett, M. J. (1993). Towards ethno relativism: A developmental model of
intercultural sensitivity. In R. M. Paige (Ed.), Education for the
intercultural experience (pp. 21-71). Yarmouth, ME: Intercultural Press.
Bennett, M. J. (2004). Becoming interculturally competent. In J. Wurzel (Ed.),
Toward multiculturalism: A reader in multicultural education (2nd ed., pp.
62-77). Newton, MA: Intercultural Resource Corporation.
Bhawuk, D. P. S., & Brislin, R. (1992). The measurement of intercultural
sensitivity using the concepts of individualism and collectivism.
International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 16, 413-436.
Black, J. S., Mendenhall, M., & Oddou, G. (1991). Toward a comprehensive
model of international adjustment: An integration of multiple theoretical
perspectives. The Academy of Management Review, 16(2), 291-317.
Black, J. S., Gregerson, H. B., Mendenhall, M. E., & Stroh, L. K. (1999).
Globalizing people through international assignments. Reading, MA:
Addison.
Bonnemaison, J. (2005). Culture and space: Conceiving a new cultural
geography. New York, NY: I. B. Tauris.
Budner, S. (1962). Intolerance of ambiguity as a personality variable. Journal of
Personality 30, 29-50.
Cahill, R., & Collard, G. (2003). Deadly ways to learn. Comparative Education,
39(2), 211-219.
Carano, K. (2010). Through the lens of a global educator: Examining personal
perceptions regarding the construction of world-mindedness (Doctoral
Dissertation). ProQuest Dissertations and Theses, Retrieved from
http://search.proquest.com/docview/822665224?accountid=14745 (AAT
822665224)
Chen, G., & Starosta, W. (2000, November). The development and validation of
the Intercultural Sensitivity Scale. Paper session presented at the Annual
Meeting of the National Communication Association, Seattle, WA.

125

Cherniss, C., Exclein, M., Goleman, D., & Weissberg, R. P. (2006). Emotional
intelligence: What does the research really indicate? Educational
Psychologist, 41(4), 239-245.
Cosgrove, D. (2005). Mapping/cartography. In D. Atkinson, P. Jackson, D.
Sibley, & N. Washbourne (Eds.), Cultural geography (pp. 27-33). New
York, NY: I. B. Tauris.
Crocker, L., & Algina, J. (2006). Introduction to classical and modern test theory.
Mason, OH: Thomson Wadsworth.
Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1990). Flow: The psychology of optimal experience. New
York, NY: Harper and Row.
Culler, J. (1999). What is culture studies? In M. Bal (Ed.), The practice of
cultural analysis: Exposing interdisciplinary interpretations (pp. 335-347).
Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.
Cushman D. P., King, S. S., & Smith, T. (1998). The rules perspective on
organizational communication research. In G. M. Goldhaber & G. A.
Barnett (Eds.), Handbook of organizational communication (pp. 55-100).
Norwood, NJ: Ablex.
Deardorff, D. K. (2004). The identification and assessment of intercultural
competence as a student outcome of internationalization at institutions of
higher education in the United States (Doctoral dissertation). Available
from ProQuest Dissertations & Theses: Full Text. (AAT 3128751)
Deardorff, D. K. (2009). Synthesizing conceptualizations of intercultural
competence: A summary and emerging themes. In D. K. Deardorff (Ed.),
The SAGE handbook of intercultural competence (pp.122-123).
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage
della Chiesa, B. (2010). Wanted: Tesseract. One hypothesis on languages,
cultures, and ethics for mind, brain, and education. Mind, Brain, and
Education, 4(3), 135-148.
European Parliament, Council of the European Union. (2006, December 18).
Recommendation of the European Parliament and of the Council of 18
December 2006 on key competences for lifelong learning. Official Journal
of the European Union. Retrieved from
http://enil.ceris.cnr.it/Basili/EnIL/gateway/europe/EUkeycompetences.htm
Fellmann, J. D., Getis, A., & Getis, J. (2007). Human geography: Landscapes of
human activities. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.

126

Fontaine, G. (1989). Managing international assignments: The strategy for
success. Englewood Cliffs, NJ; Prentice-Hall.
Frenkel-Brunswik, E. (1948). Intolerance of ambiguity as emotional perceptual.
Personality of assessment, 40, 67-72.
Friedman, T. L. (2005). The world is flat: A brief history of the twenty-first
century. New York, NY: Farrar, Straus, and Giroux.
Gall, M. D., Gall, J. P., & Borg, W. R. (2007). Educational research: An
introduction (8th ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson.
Gao, Z., & Newman, C. (2005). Converging cultural values? A comparative
study of Chinese and US college students. Retrieved from
http://marketing.byu.edu/htmlpages/ccrs/proceedings05/gao-newman.doc
García, S. B., & Guerra, P. (2006). Conceptualizing culture in education:
Implications for schooling in a culturally diverse society. In J. Baldwin, S.
Faulkner, S. Lindsley, & M. Hecht (Eds.), Redefining culture:
Perspectives across the disciplines (pp. 103-115). Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.
Gardner, H. (1983). Frames of mind: The theory of multiple intelligences. New
York, NY: Basic Books.
Gardner, H. (1999). Intelligence reframed: Multiple intelligences for the 21st
century. New York, NY: Basic Books.
Gardner, H. (2006). Multiple intelligences: New horizon in theory and practice.
New York, NY: Basic Books.
Gaudelli, W., & Fernekes, W. (2004). Teaching about global human rights for
global citizenship. The Journal of Social Studies Research, 95(1), 16-26.
Giddens, A. (1990). The consequences of modernity. Stanford, CA: Stanford
University Press.
Goleman, D. (1995). Emotional intelligence: Why it can matter more than IQ.
New York, NY: Bantam.
Goleman, D. (1998). Working with emotional intelligence. New York, NY:
Bantam.
Goleman, D. (2007). Social intelligence: The revolutionary new science of
human relationships. New York, NY: Bantam Dell.

127

Goleman, D., Boyatzis, R., & McKee, A. (2002). Primal leadership: Realizing the
power of emotional intelligence. Boston, MA: Harvard Business School
Press.
Greenholtz, J. F. (2005). Does intercultural sensitivity cross cultures? Validity
issues in porting instruments across languages and cultures. International
Journal of Intercultural Relations, 29(1), 73-89.
Gudykunst, W. B., & Kim, Y. Y. (2003). Communicating with strangers: An
approach to intercultural communication. Boston, MA: McGraw-Hill.
Hammer, M. R., Bennett, M. J., & Wiseman, R. (2003). Measuring intercultural
sensitivity: The Intercultural Development Inventory. International Journal
of Intercultural Relations, 27(4), 421-443. doi:10.1016/S01471767(03)00032-4
Heater, D. (1997). The reality of multiple citizenship. In I. Davies & A. Sobisch
(Eds.), Developing European citizens (pp. 21- 48). Sheffield, UK: Hallam
University Press.
Hett, E. J. (1993). The development of an instrument to measure globalmindedness (Doctoral dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuest Dissertation
and Theses: Full Text. (AAT 9408210)
Hinton, C. D. (2012). Cosmopolitan education at Ross School. (Doctoral
Dissertation). Retrieved from ProQuest Dissertations and Theses: Full
Text. (AAT 3535057)
Hunter, W. D. (2004). Knowledge, skills, attitudes and experiences necessary to
become globally competent. (Doctoral dissertation). Available from
ProQuest Dissertations & Theses: Full Text. (AAT 3128751)
Hunter, B., White, G. P., & Godbey, G. C. (2006). What does it mean to be
globally competent? Journal of Studies in International Education, 10(3),
267-285.
Huntington, S. (1993). The clash of civilizations. Foreign Affairs, 72(3), 22–49.
Ibad, F. (2010). Promoting intercultural communication. Retrieved from
http://www.brandsynario.com/mindkey/article/553_promoting-interculturalcommunication.aspx
Ibrahim, T. (2005). Global citizenship education: Mainstreaming the curriculum?
Cambridge Journal of Education, 35(2), 177- 194.
Lentz, T. F. (1950). The attitudes of world citizenship. The Journal of Social
Psychology, 32, 207-214.
128

Lewis, R. D. (1999). When cultures collide. London, United Kingdom: Nicholas
Brealey.
Linklater, A. (2007). World history and international relations. International
Relations, 21(3), 355-359.
Liu, J. (2001). Asian students’ classroom communication patterns in U.S.
universities: An emic perspective. Westport, CT: Ablex.
Mansilla, V., & Jackson, A. (2011). Educating for global competence: Preparing
our youth to engage the world. New York, NY: Asia Society.
Mauchly, J. W. (1940). Significance test for sphericity of a normal n-variate
distribution. The Annals of Mathematical Statistics, 11, 204-209.
Mayer, J. D., & Salovey, P. (1997). What is emotional intelligence? In P.
Salovey & D. Sluyter (Eds.), Emotional development and emotional
intelligence: Implications for educators (pp. 3-31). New York, NY: Basic
Books.
Merriam, S. B., & Associates. (2007). Non-western perspectives on learning and
knowing: Perspectives from around the world. Malabar, FL: Krieger.
Merriam, S. B., & Muhammad, M. (2000). How cultural values shape learning in
older adulthood: The case of Malaysia. Adult Education Quarterly, 51(1),
45-63.
Nisbett, R. E. (2003). The geography of thought: How Asians and Westerners
think differently . . . and why. New York, NY: The Free Press.
Noddings, N. (2005). Educating citizens for global awareness. New York, NY:
Teachers College Press.
Noddings, N. (2009). A forgotten concept: Global citizenship education and state
social studies standards. The Journal of Social Studies Research, 33(1),
92.
Norton, R. W. (1975). Measurement of ambiguity for tolerance. Journal of
Personality Assessment, 39, 607-619.
OECD (Organization for Economic Cooperation & Development). (2003).
Definition and Selection of Key Competencies Retrieved from
www.oecd.org/pisa/35070367.pdf p.1
Olson, C. L., & Kroeger, K. R. (2001). Global competency and intercultural
sensitivity. Journal of Studies in International Education, 5(2), 116-137.
129

Oxfam. (2006). Education for global citizenship: A guide for schools. (2006).
Retrieved from http://www.oxfam.org.uk/education/gc/files/education_for_
global_citizenship_a_guide_for_schools.pdf
Oxfam. (2008). Education for an age of independence. (2008). Retrieved from
http://www.oxfam.org.uk/~/media/Files/Education/Teacher%20Support/Th
ink%20pieces/the_three_a_web.ashx
Peng, S. (2006). A comparative perspective of intercultural sensitivity between
college students and multinational employees in China. Multicultural
Perspectives, 8(3), 38-45. doi:10.1207/s15327892mcp0803_7
Phatak, A. V. (1992). International dimensions of management. London, United
Kingdom: PWS Kent Publishing.
Pink, D. (2006). A whole new mind. New York, NY: Berkeley.
Purdy, J. (2003). Being America: Liberty, commerce, and violence in an
American world. New York, NY: Knopf.
Reagan, T. (2005). Non-western educational traditions: Indigenous approaches
to educational thought and practice. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.
Reimers, F. (2008). Educating for global competency. In J. E. Cohen & M. B.
Malin (Eds.), International perspectives on the goals of universal basic
and secondary education (pp.183-202). New York, NY: Routledge.
Sampson, D. L., & Smith, H. P. (1957). A scale to measure world-minded
attitudes. The Journal of Social Psychology, 45(1), 99-106.
Scholte, J. A. (2002). Globalization, governance and corporate citizenship.
Journal of Corporate Citizenship, 1(1), 15-23.
Shaffer, M. A., Harrison, D. A., & Gilley, K. M. (1999). Dimensions,
determinants, and differences in the expatriate adjustment process.
Journal of International Business, 30(3), 557-581. doi:10.1057/palgrave.
jibs.8490083
Snyder, K., James, W., & Fredriksson, U. (2008, September 9-12). The global
citizen: What meaning does the concept have for schools as global
learning centers. Paper presented at European Education Research
Association Annual Conference, Göteborg, Sweden.
Sparrow, L. M. (2000). Beyond multicultural man: Complexities of identity.
International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 24(2), 173-201.
doi:10.1016/S0147-1767(99)00031-0
130

Stack, L., & Ou, E. (2011, February 9). Emotions of a reluctant hero galvanize
protesters. The New York Times. Retrieved from http://www.nytimes.com/
2011/02/09/world/middleeast/09ghonim.html?ref=waelghonim
Steinburg, J. (2011, February 11). Recruiting in China pays off for U.S. colleges.
The New York Times. Retrieved from
http://www.nytimes.com/2011/02/12/education/12college.html?pagewant
ed=all
Steves, R. (2011). Rick Steves’ Europe through the back door 2012: The travel
skills handbook. Berkeley, CA: Avalon Travel.
UNESCO Report of the International Commission on Education for the Twentyfirst Century, (1998). Learning the treasure within. Comparative
Education Review, 42(10), 874-882.
Wallenberg, H. (1997). The welfare renaissance: The new Swedish model.
Gustavsberg, Sweden: Barnakademien Publishing.
Wallenberg-Lerner, H., & James, W. B. (2012a). An investigation into global
competencies viewed from a cross-cultural focus. Paper presented at the
adult education international conference in Stockholm, Sweden.
Wallenberg-Lerner, H., & James, W. B. (2012b, November). Perceptions of
needed affective components compared by GeoCultural region. Paper
presented at the Annual meeting of the American Association for Adult
and Continuing Education International Pre-Conference, Las Vegas, NV.
Wang, H. (2006). How cultural values shape Chinese students’ online learning
experience in American Universities. (Doctoral dissertation) from
University of Georgia dissertation archives. Retrieved from
http://www.archive.coe.uga.edu/leap/adminpolicy/dissertations_pdf/2006/
Wang_2006_phd.pdf
West, D. A. (1996). Prologue. In S. O’Meara & D. A. West, From our eyes:
Learning from indigenous peoples (pp. 1-12). Toronto, Canada:
Garamond Press.
Wilkinson, D. (2006). The Ambiguity Advantage: What great leaders are great
at. London, UK: Palgrave Macmillan.
Winn, W. (2003). Current trends in educational technology research: The study
of learning environments. Educational Psychology Review, 15(4), 359366.

131

World Economic Forum. (1997, November). 1997 Middle East/North Africa
Economic Conference Program. Doha, Qatar: Author.
Wright, R. (2009). The evolution of God. New York, NY: Brown.
Zakaria, F. (2005). Education for global citizenship. Independent School, 64(3),
86-92.

132

Appendix A: GeoCultural Region Map

133

Appendix A (Continued)

134

Appendix B: Background Information Form

135

Appendix B (Continued)

136

Appendix B (Continued)

137

Appendix C: Affective Component Questionnaire

138

Appendix C (Continued)

PART 1 QUESTIONNAIRE How important are emotional characteristics in functioning as an individual, living in today’s global society? Listed
below are known characteristics, which relate to feelings and emotions. These characteristics, identified from multiple sources, refer to the
emotional qualities of an individual rather than to specific behavior or knowledge areas. Please rate how important each emotional
characteristic is to the functioning of an individual, living in today’s global society. The scale is 1 to 6, where: “1” = Very Unimportant and
“6” = Very Important

*1. Ability to handle change or be able to manage differences in diverse cultures and
environments.
Very Unimportant 1

2

3

4

5

Very Important 6

j
k
l
m
n
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k
l
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n

j
k
l
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n
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k
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*2. Ability to encourage understanding across different cultures.
Very Unimportant 1

2

3

4

5

Very Important 6
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n
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l
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k
l
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n
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k
l
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*3. Ability to understand the feelings, thoughts, actions, and perspectives of others from
different cultures.
Very Unimportant 1

2

3

4

5

Very Important 6

j
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n
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k
l
m
n

j
k
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*4. Being interested in learning more about people and customs from different cultures.
Very Unimportant 1

2

3

4

5

Very Important 6
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*5. Ability to understand the feelings and perceptions of others without having/wanting
to adopt them personally.
Very Unimportant 1

2

3

4

5

Very Important 6
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*6. Willingness to objectively welcome different cultures and experience them without
judgment.
Very Unimportant 1

2

3

4

5

Very Important 6
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*7. Trust and confidence in yourself and your own ideas and values when getting
involved with other cultures.
Very Unimportant 1

2

3

4

5

Very Important 6

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

j
k
l
m
n

*8. Ability to understand your own feelings and thoughts while involving yourself in
different cultures.
Very Unimportant 1

2

3

4

5

Very Important 6
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Name
Gender/Ethnicity
Current Position

GeoCultural region
Experience

Expertise

Eunkyung Na
Female, Korean
Doctoral Student, USF

Asia, North America

Adult Education,
Japanese Language
Instructor, Intercultural
Relations

Yvonne Hunter
Female, Caribbean
Professor

Caribbean, North America

Adult Education, Bi-cultural
relations, Research and
Measurement

Natilja Ciguleva
Female, Swedish
Cross-cultural education, Adult
Programs, University of
Stockholm

Europe, Middle East

Intercultural Relations, Crosscultural teaching

Husam Amin
Male, Palestinian
Doctoral Student, USF

Middle East, North America

Bi-cultural Relations, Adult
Education Research, Foreign
Language.

Ray McCrory
Male, American
Doctoral Candidate, USF

North America,
Europe

ntercultural Relations, Adult
Education,

Siosiua Fifita
Male, Polynesian
Defense Attache, International
Coalition, MacDill AFB

Oceania

Foreign Relations, Military

Claudia Guerrere
Female, Latina
Ph. D., USF

South/Latin America,
North America

Research and Measurement,
Adult Education, Inter/Bicultural Relations.

Ben Osongo
Male, African
Ph.D., USF

Sub-Saharan Africa,
North America

Intercultural Relations, Bicultural Relationships,
Research & Measurement
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Appendix E (Continued)
Name
Title
Address
City, ST Zip
Dear ______________,

I am in the preliminary stages of defending my doctoral proposal about affective
components from a cross-cultural perspective. In this research, a panel of experts will
assist in this process, which means I am also in the process of identifying names for my
expert panels. I expect that this will entail a short questionnaire related to identifying
appropriate wording related to affective components perceived to be important in
today’s global society.
Your experience and expertise are highly valued to me because of your knowledge and
exposure to multiple cultures and interest in education. Your input is vital to the
research being conducted at the University of South Florida. If you are willing to help
me with this questionnaire, hopefully in return I can share my results. If you choose to
participate, your role would be to assist in responding to a list of affective components
and rate them for importance for cross-cultural population.
Each questionnaire should take no more than 30 minutes to complete. Although no
compensation will be provided, there will be no costs incurred by the panel members.
If you have any questions about this research, please feel free to contact me at the
address or phone number below.
Sincerely,

Helena Wallenberg-Lerner
Doctoral Candidate
Adult Education, EDU 105
University of South Florida
4202 East Fowler Avenue
Tampa, FL 33620

144

Appendix F: Validation Panel Members

145

Appendix F (Continued)

Name
Gender
Current Position

GeoCultural Regions
Experience

Expertise

Shantum Seth
Male, Indian (New Delhi)
Dharma teacher,

Asia, North America, Europe

Global competence,
Intercultural sensitivity
Cultural relations

Jane Bennett
Female, Belizean
Professor, University of West
Indies

Carribbean, North America

International relations,
Bi-cultural relationships

Ulf Gunnehed
Male, Swedish
Defense Attaché, International
Coalition MacDill AFB

Europe, North America,
Middle East

Foreign Relations, Military,
Cross-cultural relations,
Diplomat.

Tamar Horowitz
Female, Israeli
Higher Ed, Professor,
Ben Gurion University

Middle East, England

Cross-cultural research,
International teaching.

Claudette Peterson
Female, American
Professor, North Dakota State
University

North America, Europe

Cross cultural instruction,
Intercultural relations.

Michael Christie
Male, Australian
Professor, University
of Stockholm

Oceania, Europe, North
America

Intercultural relations,
Pedagogy & Research, Crosscultural teachings, Bi-cultural
relationships

Zoraya Betancourt
Female, Latina
Doctoral Candidate, USF

South/Latin America, North
America

Adult education, Intercultural
relations, Bi-cultural
relationships

Alex Kumi-Yeboah
Male, Ghanaian
Professor, Dalton State
University

Sub-Saharan Africa,
North America

Adult Education, Intercultural
relations, Bi-cultural
relationships

146

Appendix G: Invitation Letter to Validation Panel Members

147

Appendix G (Continued)
Name
Title
Address
City, ST Zip
Dear ______________,

I am in the preliminary stages of defending my doctoral proposal about affective
components perceived to be important from a cross-cultural perspective. In this
research, a panel of experts will assist in this process, which means I am also in the
process of identifying names for my expert panels. I expect that this will entail
answering a short questionnaire related to identifying appropriate wording related to
affective components perceived to be important in today’s global society from a crosscultural perspective.
Your experience and expertise are highly valued to me because of your knowledge and
exposure to multiple cultures and your interest in education. Your input is vital to the
research being conducted at the University of South Florida. If you are willing to help
me with this questionnaire, hopefully in return I can share my results. If you choose to
participate, your role would be to assist in responding to a list of affective components
and rate them for importance.
The questionnaire should take no more than 30 minutes to complete. Although no
compensation will be provided, there will be no costs incurred by the panel members.
If you have any questions about this research, please feel free to contact me at the
address or phone number below.
Sincerely,

Helena Wallenberg-Lerner
Doctoral Candidate
Adult Education, EDU 105
University of South Florida
4202 East Fowler Avenue
Tampa, FL 33620
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Name
Gender
Current Position

GeoCultural Region
Experience

Zahrah Saeed
Female, Pakistani
Department of Professional
Studies, Professor, Karolinska
Institute

Asia, Europe

Intercultural Sensitivity
Cross-cultural relationships

Jean E. Francois
Male, Jamaican
Professor, University of
Wisconsin

Carribbean, North America

Intercultural sensitivity,
Cross-cultural relationships.

Michal Bron
Male, Sweden
Professor, University of
Södertörn, Sweden

Europe, Asia

Foreign Relations,Cross-cultural
relationships

Ibtesam Al-Atiyat
Female, Arab
Professor, AnthropologySociology St Olaf College

Middle East, UK, Sweden

Cross-cutural instruction,
Bi-cultural, Intercultural relations

Mary Anne Casey
Female, American
Professor, University of
Minnesota

North America, Europe

Focus Group Research,
Intercultural Sensitivity, Cultural
Relations

André del Quadro
Male, Australian
Professor, African Studies
Center, Center for the Study of
Asia, Boston University.

Oceania, Asia, North America

Intercultural Communication,
Intercultural Sensitivity

Veronica Manzilla
Female, Latina
Adjunct Professor
Harvard School of Education

South/Latin America, North
America, Europe

Global Competence
Cultural Relations

Abela Mpobela
Female, African
Doctoral Candidate
Karolinska Institute Stockholm

Sub-Saharan Africa, Middle
East, Europe

Global Health Competence,
Intercultural relations, Bi-cultural
relationships
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Appendix I (Continued)
Name
Title
Address
City, ST Zip
Dear ______________,
I am in the preliminary stages of defending my doctoral proposal about affective
components perceived to be important from a cross-cultural perspective. In this
research, a panel of experts will assist in this process, which means I am also in the
process of identifying names for my expert panels. I expect that this will entail a short
questionnaire identifying appropriate wording related to affective components important
in today’s global society, and assessing them for clarity, completeness and
appropriateness for cultures around the world.
Your experience and expertise are highly valued to me because of your knowledge and
exposure to multiple cultures, and interest in education. Your input is vital to the
research being conducted at the University of South Florida. If you are willing to help
me with this questionnaire, hopefully in return I can share my results. If you choose to
participate, your role would be to assist in responding to a list of affective components
and rate them for completeness, clarity, and appropriateness for diverse cultures.
The questionnaire should take no more than 30 minutes to complete. Although no
compensation will be provided, there will be no costs incurred by the panel members.
If you have any questions about this research, please feel free to contact me at the
address or phone number below.
Sincerely,

Helena Wallenberg-Lerner
Doctoral Candidate
Adult Education, EDU 105
University of South Florida
4202 East Fowler Avenue
Tampa, FL 33620
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Appendix J (Continued)

Ibtesam Al-Atiyat
Female, Arab
Professor, AnthropologySociology St Olaf College
Minnesota

Middle East, UK, Sweden

Cross-cutural instruction,
Bi-cultural, Intercultural
relations

Mary Anne Casey
Female, American
Professor, University of
Minnesota

North America, Europe

Focus Group Research,
Intercultural Sensitivity,
Cultural Relations

Abela Mpobela
Female, African
PhD
Karolinska Institute Stockholm

Sub-Saharan Africa, Middle
East, Europe

Global Health Competence,
Intercultural relations, Bicultural and Bi-langual

Zoraya Betancourt
Female, Latina
Doctoral Candidate, USF

South/Latin America, North
America

Adult Education, Intercultural
relations, Bi-cultural
relationships

Natilja Ciguleva
Female, Swedish
Cross-cultural education,
Adult Programs, University of
Stockholm

Europe, Middle East

Intercultural relations, crosscultural teaching,

Arie Schinnar
Male, Israeli
PhD Research &
Measurement.
Retired
Florida

North America, Middle East

Intercultural relations, Bicultural relationships, Crosscultural instructions
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Appendix K (Continued)
Name
Title
Address
City, ST Zip
Dear ______________,
Your experience and expertise are highly valued to me because of your knowledge and
exposure to multiple cultures, and interest in education. Your input is vital to the
research being conducted at the University of South Florida. If you are willing to help
me with refining the verbiage of the affective component questionnaire, I would
appreciate it.
I hope this will not take too much more of your time. Although no compensation will be
provided, there will be no costs incurred by the panel members.
If you have any questions about this research, please feel free to contact me at the
address or phone number below.
Sincerely,

Helena Wallenberg-Lerner
Doctoral Candidate
Adult Education, EDU 105
University of South Florida
4202 East Fowler Avenue
Tampa, FL 33620
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Appendix L (Continued)

In this activity, you will be asked to rate each question or statement on a scale in
terms of clarity, completeness and appropriateness. Please circle your rating for
each question below:

(1) In what country do you currently live?

Clarity of Question:
Very Unclear
1
2
Completeness of Question:
Not Completete
1
2

3

4

Very Clear
5

3

4

Very Complete
5
6

3

4

Very appropriate
5
6

3

4

Very Clear
5

3

4

Very Complete
5
6

3

4

Very appropriate
5
6

6

Appropriateness for all cultures of the world
Very inappropriate
1
2
Additional Comments:

(2) For how long have you lived there?

Clarity of Question:
Very Unclear
1
2
Completeness of Question:
Not Completete
1
2

6

Appropriateness for all cultures of the world
Very inappropriate
1
2
Additional Comments:
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(3) In what country were you born?

Clarity of Question:
Very Unclear
1
2
Completeness of Question:
Not Completete
1
2

4

Very Clear
5

3

4

Very Complete
5
6

3

4

Very appropriate
5
6

3

4

Very Clear
5

3

4

Very Complete
5
6

3

4

Very appropriate
5
6

3

6

Appropriateness for all cultures of the world
Very inappropriate
1
2
Additional Comments:

(4)

In what country(ies) did you grow up?

Clarity of Question
Very Unclear
1
2
Completeness of Question
Not Completete
1
2

6

Appropriateness for all cultures of the world
Very inappropriate
1
2
Additional Comments:
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(5)

In what country(ies) have you lived for more than four (4) months?

Clarity of Question:
Very Unclear
1
2
Completeness of Question
Not Completete
1
2

4

Very Clear
5

3

4

Very Complete
5
6

3

4

Very appropriate
5
6

3

4

Very Clear
5

3

4

Very Complete
5
6

3

4

Very appropriate
5
6

3

6

Appropriateness for all cultures of the world
Very inappropriate
1
2
Additional Comments:

(6)

For how long have you lived there?

Clarity of Question:
Very Unclear
1
2
Completeness of Question:
Not Completete
1
2

6

Appropriateness for all cultures of the world
Very inappropriate
1
2
Additional Comments:
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(7)

If any of the countries you listed were due to an affiliation with the military, a
government agency, a corporation, education, or Other*, please check the
appropriate box.

Country

Length of Time
Months/Years

___________________

___________________

□

□

□

□

□

___________________

___________________

□

□

□

□

□

___________________

___________________

□

□

□

□

□

___________________

___________________

□

□

□

□

□

Clarity of Question:
Very Unclear
1
2
Completeness of Question
Not Completete
1
2

3

4

Very Clear
5

3

4

Very Complete
5
6

3

4

Very appropriate
5
6

6

Appropriateness for all cultures of the world
Very inappropriate
1
2
Additional Comments:
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(8)

Which of the following geographical/cultural (GeoCultural) areas best describes
your cultural background?
(Circle only one)
1. North America- US, Canada
2. South/Latin America- South and Central America, Mexico, Cuba
3. Asia- India, Pakistan, Nepal, China, Japan, Korea, Russia, Thailand,
Cambodia, Laos, Vietnam, Indonesia, Malaysia
4. Sub-Saharan Africa-all countries below the Saharan Desert and the ones
not included in the Middle-East category.
5. Middle East-Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Iran, and countries on the Northern African
continent
6. Europe-Typical European countries, Iceland, Greenland, parts of Western
Russia.
7. South Pacific/Polynesia- Australia, New Zealand, islands formally located
around Polynesia, Micronesia, Melanesia.
8. Caribbean-all islands located in the Greater and Lesser Antilles, excluding
Cuba.
9. Other, if nothing above seems applicable. Please explain in the box
below
Clarity of Question:
Very Unclear
1
2
Completeness of Question:
Not Completete
1
2

4

Very Clear
5

3

4

Very Complete
5
6

3

4

Very appropriate
5
6

3

6

Appropriateness for all cultures of the world
Very inappropriate
1
2
Additional Comments:
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(9)

If your cultural region above in question F is different from where
you were born or grew up in (question D), please explain why
you
answered the way you did in question F.
Clarity of
Question:
Clarity of Question:
Very Unclear
1
2
Completeness of Question:
Not Completete
1
2

3

4

Very Clear
5

3

4

Very Complete
5
6

3

4

Very appropriate
5
6

3

4

Very Clear
5

3

4

Very Complete
5
6

4

Very appropriate
5
6

6

Appropriateness for all cultures of the world
Very inappropriate
1
2
Additional Comments:

(10)

What is your highest degree, if any?

Clarity of Question:
Very Unclear
1
2
Completeness of Question:
Not Completete
1
2

6

Appropriateness for all cultures of the world
Very inappropriate
1
2
Additional Comments:
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(11)

In which country did you receive your degree?

Clarity of Question:
Very Unclear
1
2
Completeness of Question:
Not Completete
1
2

4

Very Clear
5

3

4

Very Complete
5
6

3

4

Very appropriate
5
6

3

6

Appropriateness for all cultures of the world
Very inappropriate
1
2
Additional Comments:
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Appendix M: Mean Ratings for Clarity, Completeness, and
Appropriateness to the Background Information Form by the Initial Panel
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Background Information Questions

Mean

SD

Gender

5.95

0.10

What year were you born

5.90

0.10

What country do you currently live in

5.90

0.11

For how long have you lived there

5.90

0.32

What country were you born in

5.45

0.10

What country(ies) did you grow up in

5.20

0.33

What country(ies have you live in for
four months or more

4.78

1.10

How long did you live in each country

5.3

1.10

What was the reason for living abroad

4.61

0.88

Which of the following
geographical/cultural region best
describes your cultural background

5.00

0.60

If your cultural region above in question
20 is different from where you were born
or grew up in (question 15-16), please
explain why you answered the way you
did in question 20

4.60

0.90

What is your highest degree if any

5.57

0.53

In which country did you receive your
degree

5.80

0.15

N=8
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Affective Component Questionnaire
Listed below are some words and their definitions that represent affective
components suggested by the literature and global experts. These affective
components refer to characteristics of individuals related to the emotional or
affective area rather than specific skill, behavior, or knowledge areas.
If needed, please suggest alternative wording to simplify the words used in the
component description/definition so that individuals from all cultures can
understand them.
One of the underlying assumptions is that individuals responding to the final
product, when it is completed, will know enough English to respond to the items
and will have at least some education. In other words, it is not intended for
individuals who do not read or write.

Affective Component

Description/Definition

Ability to perceive,
control, and evaluate
emotions

Ability to perceive,
control, and evaluate
emotions

Ability to perceive,
control, and evaluate
emotions

Acceptance of others
and their diversity

Adaptability

Ability to cope with or to
change. To manage
differences in divesre
cultures.

Compassion

Ability to deeply
understand and relate to
the thoughts, feelings,
and experiences of
others. Religious
connotation
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Suggested Changes
and/or Comments

Appendix N (Continued)

Connectedness

Part of something larger
in this global world,
through understanding
others’ worldview.

Cross Cultural Social
Intelligence

Ability to understand the
feelings, thoughts and
behavior of persons
including oneself in
situations interacting with
others of different
cultures

Cultural sensitivity

Sensitive to different
cultures.

Curiosity

Being interested in
people and things from
different cultures

Desire to continue
learning

Desire to continue
learning

Empathy

Ability to deeply
understand and relate to
the thoughts, feelings,
and experiences of
others

Flexibility

Selecting and using
appropriate styles and
behaviors; cognitive
flexibility

Humility

Egolessness
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Non-Ethnocentric

Willingness to embrace
diverse cultures and
experience those
cultures without
judgment

Non Judgmental

Not holding judgment

Openness/receptivity

Open and accepting

Optimism

Thinking positive

Positive

Seeing possibilities

Respect

Respecting others view

Self-Assurance

Faith and confidence in
own abilities and
judgment to function in
diverse cultures

Self-Awareness

Being interested in
people and things from
different cultures

Self Confidence

Self-assurance

Sensitivity

Sensitivity

Tolerance for Ambiguity

Ability to accept things
that are inexact or
unclear.

Values Cultural Diversity

Values Cultural Diversity

170

Appendix O: Instructions to the Validation Panel Responding to the
Affective Component Questionnaire.
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Proposed Affective Component Questionnaire
Listed below are nine descriptions of identified affective components, related to
feelings and emotions. They are identified from a variety of sources including a
previous panel of experts.
Please rate each item, on a scale from 1-6, according to your belief about how
important each item is to have in today’s global society. Especially consider that
these words need to be understood by individuals in all parts of the world.
1 = Low (very unclear), 6 = High (very clear). (Circle only one)

(a) Ability to cope with or to change. To manage differences in
divesre cultures. (Circle only one)
1
2
3
4
5
6

(b) Feeling part of something larger in this global world, through
understanding others’ worldview. (Circle only one)
1
2
3
4
5
6

(c) Ability tounderstand the feelings, thoughts and behavior of
persons including oneself in situations interacting with others of
different cultures. (Circle only one)
1
2
3
4
5
6
(d) Being interested in people and things from different cultures.
(Circle only one)

1

2

3

4

5

6

(e) Ability to deeply understand and relate to the thoughts, feelings,
and experiences of others in different cultures. (Circle only one)
1
2
3
4
5
6
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(f) Willingness to embrace diverse cultures and experience those
cultures without judgment. (Circle only one)
1

2

3

4

5

6

(g) Faith and confidence in own abilities and judgment to function in
diverse ciltures (Circle only one)
1
2
3
4
5
6
(h) Understanding and awareness of self as you function in different
cultures. (Circle only one)
1
2
3
4
5
6

(i) Ability to accept things that are inexact or unclear. (Circle only one)
1
2
3
4
5
6

(j) Are there any affective components that do not belong in the
above list? What are they?
______________ ______________ ______________ ______________

(k) Are there any affective components that are missing from the
above?
______________ ______________ _______________ _____________
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Appendix P: Instructions to the Verification Panel Responding to the
Affective Component Questionnaire.

174

Appendix P (Continued)

Listed below are nine descriptions of affective components perceived to be
important in today’s global society. The components are identified from a
variety of sources including two previous expert panels. Affective component
refers to the characteristics of an individual related to the emotional or affective
area rather than specific skill, behavior, or knowledge areas.
Please rate each item according to your belief how important each component is
to possess by a culturally competent individual. 1 = low importance, 6 = high
importance.
In the next activity, you will be asked to rate each statement on a rating scale in
terms of how clear and complete each description is and how appropriate the
description is for all cultures of the world. Please circle your rating for each
statement below:

(a) Flexibility; ability to handle change or be able to manage differences in
diverse cultures and environments. (Check only one)
1
2
3
4
5
6
Clarity of Question:
Very Unclear
1
2
Completeness of Question
Not Completete
1
2

4

Very Clear
5
6

3

4

Very Complete
5
6

3

4

Very appropriate
5
6

3

Appropriateness for all cultures of the world
Very inappropriate
1
2
Additional Comments:

175

Appendix P (Continued)

(b) Promoting understanding across different cultures. (Check only one)
1

2

3

4

5

6

Clarity of Question:
Very Unclear
1
2
Completeness of Questio
Not Completete
1
2

3

4

Very Clear
5
6

3

4

Very Complete
5
6

3

4

Appropriateness for all cultures of the world
Very inappropriate
1
2

Very appropriate
5
6

Additional Comments:

(c) Ability to understand the feelings, thoughts, behaviors, and
perspectives of others from different cultures. (Circle only one)
1

2

3

4

5

6

Clarity of Question:
Very Unclear
1
2
Completeness of Question
Not Completete
1
2

3

4

Very Clear
5
6

3

4

Very Complete
5
6

4

Very appropriate
5
6

Appropriateness for all cultures of the world
Very inappropriate
1
2
Additional Comments:
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(d) Being interested in learning more about people and things from
different cultures. (Circle only one)
1

2

3

4

5

6

Clarity of Question:
Very Unclear
1
2
Completeness of Question:
Not Completete
1
2

3

4

Very Clear
5
6

3

4

Very Complete
5
6

3

4

Very appropriate
5
6

Appropriateness for all cultures of the world
Very inappropriate
1
2
Additional Comments:

(e) Ability to understand and feel emotionally what others from different cultures
are experiencing. (Circle only one)
1

2

3

4

5

6

Clarity of Question
Very Unclear
1
2
Completeness of Question:
Not Completete
1
2

4

Very Clear
5
6

3

4

Very Complete
5
6

3

4

Very appropriate
5
6

3

Appropriateness for all cultures of the world
Very inappropriate
1
2
Additional Comments:
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(f) Willingness to welcome different cultures and experience them
without judgment. (Circle only one)
1

2

3

4

5

6

Clarity of Question:
Very Unclear
1
2
Completeness of Question:
Not Completete
1
2

3

4

Very Clear
5
6

3

4

Very Complete
5
6

3

4

Very appropriate
5
6

Appropriateness for all cultures of the world
Very inappropriate
1
2
Additional Comments:

(g) Trust and confidence in your own abilities and judgments to involve
yourself in different cultures (Circle only one)
1

2

3

4

Very Unclear
1
2

3

5

6

Clarity of Question:

Completeness of Question:
Not Completete
1
2

4

Very Clear
5

3

4

Very Complete
5
6

3

4

Very appropriate
5
6

6

Appropriateness for all cultures of the world
Very inappropriate
1
2
Additional Comments:
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(h) Understanding your own feelings and thoughts while involving yourself in
different cultures (Circle only one)

1

2

3

4

5

6

Clarity of Question:
Very Unclear
1
2
Completeness of Question:
Not Completete
1
2

3

4

Very Clear
5

3

4

Very Complete
5
6

3

4

Very appropriate
5
6

6

Appropriateness for all cultures of the world
Very inappropriate
1
2
Additional Comments:

(i) Ability to accept and deal with things in another culture even if you do not
fully understand (Circle only one)
1

2

3

4

5

6

Very Unclear
1
2

3

4

Very Clear
5

3

4

Very Complete
5
6

4

Very appropriate
5
6

Clarity of Question:

Completeness of Question:
Not Completete
1
2

6

Appropriateness for all cultures of the world
Very inappropriate
1
2
Additional Comments:
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Are there any comments you would like to add related to the affective
components identified above? (e.g., anything missing or duplicated or other
suggestions)

180

Appendix Q: Instructions to the Final Panel

181

Appendix Q (Continued)

Listed below are nine items of descriptions of affective components. They have
been suggested by the literature and the experts in the fields of cross-cultural
education, instruction, foreign relations etc. These affective components refer to
characteristics of individuals related to the emotional or affective area rather
than specific skill, behavior, or knowledge areas.
If needed, please suggest alternative wording to simplify the description used in
the list provided, so that individuals from all cultures of the world can understand
them.

Affective Component Description
Flexibility; ability to handle change or
be able to manage differences in
diverse cultures and environments

Suggested Changes

Encourage understanding across
different cultures
Ability to understand the feelings,
thoughts, behaviors, and perspectives
of others from different cultures
Being interested in learning more
about people and things from different
cultures
Ability to understand and feel the
emotions that others from different
cultures are experiencing
Willingness to welcome different
cultures and experience them without
judgment
Trust and confidence in your own
abilities and judgments when involving
yourself in different cultures
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Affective Component Description

Suggested Changes

Understanding your own feelings and
thoughts while involving yourself in
different cultures
Ability to accept and deal with things in
another culture even if you do not fully
understand
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Appendix R: Invitation and Instructions to the Intermediaries
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Dear _______
I am preparing to complete my doctoral research. This study is focusing on how
individuals from a cross-cultural perspective connect on an affective/emotional
level rather than through a purely cognitive process. Affective components are
related to emotions, values, and beliefs.
In this research, 240 respondents from all parts of the world will assist in this
process by responding to a questionnaire which has been developed over a six
months period together with global experts. This will entail a short questionnaire
to,
(a)

(b)

rate the importance (scale 1-6) of the nine already defined definitions,
related to affective/emotional components perceived important in today’s
global society
fill out a short general background questionnaire about themselves.

Time required is approximately 15-20 minutes.
A cover page to the questionnaire will be included stating that this is a voluntary
process.
Your international experience, network and expertise are highly valued to me. If
you are willing to help me with the electronic distribution of this questionnaire to
your colleagues, friends, family or contacts in any part of the world, I would be
most grateful. The requirements of the respondents are as follows: 18 years of
age and older and have an understanding of the English language in order to be
able to read and understand the questionnaire and background form.
Sincerely,
Helena
Helena Wallenberg-Lerner
Doctoral Candidate
Adult Education, EDU 105
University of South Florida
4202 East Fowler Avenue
Tampa, FL 33620
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Dear (name),
A friend of mine and doctoral candidate at the University of South Florida, is
conducting research for her Ph.D. on the affective components perceived to be
important from a cross-cultural perspective. I have been asked to invite my
friends and colleagues from around the world in this research to gather a
perspective from many regions. Please take a few minutes to complete the
attached questionnaire in the attached link. Instructions are provided on page
one. If you feel comfortable, please forward it to the anyone you might think
appropriate, for their consideration to participate and have them contact me for
any questions.
Sincerely,

Intermediary (name)
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Appendix T: Survey Introductory Letter to the Respondents
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THIS IS VOLUNTARY PARTICIPATION!
I am Helena Wallenberg-Lerner and a Doctoral Candidate at the University of South
Florida. My interest is in how individuals from a cross-cultural perspective connect on
an emotional level rather than through a purely cognitive process.
The research questions for this study seek to identify emotional characteristics from
individuals from a variety of cross-cultural backgrounds.
You are being asked to respond because you have the research requirements for this
study: age 18-90+, able to read English in order to understand and reply to the short
questionnaire provided. The purpose of this study is to explore the extent to which
individuals in different GeoCultural regions view and identify affective components
perceived to be important in todays global society. This study will focus on the extent to
which cross-cultural components exist, and the extent to which affective relationships
and communication influence the development of a globally competent individual.
Should you choose to participate in this research, you will agree to fill out enclosed
questionnaire, which should take no longer than 10-15 minutes. Your participation is
completely voluntary and confidential, you can withdraw at any time by exiting. There
are no risks associated with completing this questionnaire and there will be no negative
consequences if you do not respond.
If you choose to complete the questionnaire, please continue to next page. Please,
understand that by proceeding with the on-line survey you are indicating that you have
read the description of the study and agree to participate.
Thank you for taking the time and if you have any concerns regarding the research, call
USF IRB’ +1(813-974-XXXX), my advisor Dr Waynne James +1(813-974-XXXX) or
myself: Helena Wallenberg-Lerner, helenawallenberg@xx.xxxx +1(813-974-XXXX)
Your privacy and research records will be kept confidential to the extent of the law.
Authorized research personnel, employees of the Department of Health and Human
Services, the USF Institutional Review Board and its staff, and any other individuals
acting on behalf of USF, may inspect the records from this research project. Your name
will not be recorded with your responses to the questionnaire. All data will be retained
for a minimum of five years after the close of the study with the USF IRB.
An electronic copy of this document will be provided to you for your reference together
with survey link.
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Appendix U: Individual Comments Related to Affective Components
Originating from the Respondents
:
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Sample respondents choosing ‘other’ on the survey. Not belonging to any
GeoCultural Region defined in the study.

•

Israel is a cultural hybrid and I don’t feel like I belong to any of the above

•

Because I am an African Lady and most African cultures are related.

•

Though Guam is part of US it is an unorganized territory and a country
by itself
My upbringing was from a Caribbean-all.., however, strongly influence by
US, European, and Asian cultures. Besides that more so I consider
myself a global citizen, with a Caribbean cultural background.

•

•

I don't feel as though I fit into any category. My entire family is swedish,
but I am Kenyan, but heavily influenced by american culture, but also
southern african culture. I don't fit anywhere.

•

Because although I was born in the UK and have spent most years there,
added up from the years I've been back and forth, I've only lived in the
UK and not the rest of Europe. The continent I've most lived in is Asia but
that's in my adult life. My background pre-18 involves 3 different
continents.

•

I am culturally half North American and half Swedish so having to chose
one is misrepresentative.

•

Puerto Rico could be Caribbean and/or Latin America

•

Bi-cultural background between EU and USA evenly

•

Horn of Africa

•
•

Israel-Israel is a cultural by itself.
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•

I grew up in Japan, and the values prevailing in the Japanese society and
culture are internalised in me. I can follow the manners that are accepted
in Sweden or other countries, because these things are rather superficial.
However, values that one has internalised in the childhood cannot be
easily changed, because they are deep and part of myself..

•

human--I am a product of many diverse races

•

I think I'm very inbetween North America and Europe. Parents divorced
and American and German.

•

British - "Europe but not European"!

•

Grew up in the US, but in a Colombian household.

•
•

A mix of Latin America, North America with a bit of Northern European
Russia, Turkey, Azerbaijan

•

I would say both Eastern Europe (Moscow) and Central Asia
(Uzbekistan)

•

Although I grew up in Canada, I culturally matured as a Burundian. I had
to later on bridge the two cultures as it was confusing living at home
within an African mentality and seeing differently in my social/educational
environment.

•

North America Cuban American Community--biliingual

•

I would say both Western Europe and Sub-Saharan Africa

•

Scandinavian

•

I don't think Russia, at least the place I'm from-a magapolis city in the
North-West-would fit into Asia, even technically this is Europe. We are a
very big country, very different culturally in different parts

•

Middle East Israel as a Mediterenian country like Greece
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